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SECTION X . ^ 
IHTRODtlCTION 

' In December X978V we mailed gbestlonrtalres to the; Statf^ 
lead environmental agency administtatots and program directors 
responsible -for impXemen'tingt ~ ^ 

"--the CXean Ait Act^ 

— the^Clean Water Act; 

—the FederaX Insecticide, Pun9icide and Rodenticide 
Actj ^ 

t "the Resource Conservation an<i Recovery A^tj and,' 

' —the Safe Drinking Water Act* - ' ' ^ % 

Nearly alX administrators and program directors responded (See 
- Table 1)» , Each of the following, si^ sections in this volume 
includes a copy of the questiohn£^ire together vith the re* 
sponseSk Some responses (shovn as shaded areas on the ques* 
iionnaires) were not provide^ since they identified the re-- 
^ spondee, repeated previous ;ansV^rs or were too voluminous* 
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TABLE 1 

gUMMARV or OUESTIONHAIRE RE&PQM&Eg 



U 



III 



. IV 



VI 



VII 



VIII 



XX 



1 






State Program) 


Directors^ 






Lead 












State 


Agency 


CAA 


CWA 


FIPRA 


RCfiA 


SpWA 


^Onnec t j-cu t 


V 

A 


NR 


NI^ 


X 




X 


Maine 




X - 


x— 


X— 




X 


Massachusetts 


X 


NR 


NR 


X 


X 


NR 


Naw Hampshire 


* * 


. - X. _. 


_. . X. 


X 


X . 


X 


Rhode Island 


X 


% X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Vetroont 


X.. .. 


X 


X 


X ' 


x^ 


X 


Naw Jersey 


X 


X 


X 


. ^ 

' X 


NR 


X 


Nev Vork 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Delaware 


X 


X 


« X 


X 


X 


, X 


Maryland*' \ 


* 


X 


X 


X , 


X 


X 


Pennsylvania 
Virginia 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


* 


* 


X 


X 


X . 


X 


X 


West Virginia 


* 


NR 


X 


X 


X 


X 


AXabaitia 


X 


X 




X - 


. A * 




Florida 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Gecrg'ia 


X' 


NR 


NR 


): 


NR 


MR 


Ketttucky 


X 


X 


X 


>: 


X 


X 


Hisaidsii^i 


X * 


X 


X 


> 


X 


X 


North Carolina 


X 


' X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


South CaroJ ina 


X 


A 


X 


X 


A 


A 


Tennessee^ 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


NR 


Illinois 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X . 


Indiana 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


* 


men Qn 


A 


V 
A 


X 


X 


V 
A 


V 
A 


Minnesota 


X 


3t 


X 


X 






Ohio 


X 


. X 


X 


X 


X 




Wisconsin 


X 


X 


X 


-X 


X 


X 


Arkansas 


X 


X 


NR 


X 


X 


X 


Louisiana 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


Nev ^Mexico 


A 


X 


X ^ 


X 


A 


A 


OHlahoma 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Texas 




X 


X 


X 




X. 


Iowa 


X 


^ X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Kansas 


V 

A 


V 

A 


X 


X 


A 


A 


Missouri 


X 


X 


X 


. X 


X 


X 


Nebraska 
- 


X 


• X 


X 


* 


X 


X 


Cdiorado 


X 


X 


X 




NR 


^x 


Montana ^ 


X 




X 


' X 


X 


X 


North Dakota- 


X 


X 


X 


. r 


X 


X 


South Dakota 


X 


X 


NP 




X * 


* 


Utah 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


* 


Wyoming 

s 

Arizona 


X 


X ^ 


X(F 


X 


X 


* 


X 


X 


X 


NR 


X 


X 


California 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Hawaii 


X 


X 


' X 


X. 


X 


X 


Nevada 


X 


X 


X 


x- 


X 


X 


Alaska 


X 


X 


X * 


X 


X 


X 


Idaho 


X 


X 


X 


NR 


X 


X 


Oregon 


X 


'X 


X 


X 


X 


* 


Washington 


X 


X 


X 




NR 





Legendl 

^ X - Questionnaires returned. 

* - No lead environniei^tai agoncy 
NR r No Response^ 



or State not adTninisterin9 program^ 
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RESPOMSES TO THE SURVEY OF 
STATE IHPLEMENTATIOH OF FEDERAL 
EHVIROmiEHTAL PROGRAMS 



STATES RESPOHDIHG (45) 



AXabama AL 

Alaska AK 

Arizona AZ 
Arkansas ^ AR 

CaXifornia CA 

Colorado CO 

Connecticut CT 

Delaware DE 

Plorida , FL 
Georgia * GA 

Hawaii HI 

Idaho ' ID 

Illinois . IL 

Indiana IH 

Iowa I A 

Kafnsas KS 

Kentucky KY 

Louisiana LA 

Haine HE 
Massachusetts HA 

Hichigcn HI 

Hinnesoi^a H» 

Hississippi HS 



Hissouri 


HO 


Hontana 


HT 


Nebraska 


HE 


Nevada 


HV 


Hew Jersey 


NJ 


Hew Hexico 


HH 


Hew Ydrk 


' HY,' 


Horth Carolina, 


»C 


Horth Dakota 


HD 


Ohio ' 


OH 


Oklahoma 


< OK 


Oregon 


OR 


Pehnsyl'^ania 


PA 


Rhode Island 


RI 


Sobt^^ Carqlina 


SC 


South .Dakota 


SD 


Tennessee * 


TM 


Utah 


UT 


Vernon t ^ 


VT 


Slash i'ngton 


WA 


Wisconsin 


WI 


Wyoming * 


WY 



8 
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UlS. CEKEttAL WOUHTINC OFFICE 
Survey Of ScACe tmplentnucion Of 



Gewcal ■ Ins triict tons ■ ^ 

^he o.S, Gej>eral ftccpiiwrtrvgotf ico is 
stu^in9 the pTOblens--£^oe<^ by the States in 
._ .inpleraenting-and «()nini9t«ring F^rdl , 
enviconnentdl' Pto^racs. ife purpose ot this 
que^otvuite is tc obtain InConnation on your 
j>rtjgcam(s) and to detetmitwi the significance ot 
^the pcbblens State eiwiixicwental ptpgton 
rtan^ts fice. We ate serxJitvg similar * 
" quest ionnaites to the airectocs oE the air 

f~ lotion oorttroif^ dc inking waterr pesticide^i 
id waste and wa^i^ pollution oontrorptograr^ 
all 50 States as well as to the aAninistrator 
or eadi Staters environnentai apency^ 
* 

labile the questions that follcv ate based 
largely on out^ dtscussioi^ with ptog^cam officials 
in seven Spates* ve Have attempted to provide a 
fotmat that will be teadily adapUble to ^1 
States. If you feel that the'^fonoai* of any 
question does not fit yout situation, please add 
the neoessary explanatoty notes*' Hoteover* f^l 
tree to inake any a<3ditional oomnents on your pr^^ 
tjram, this questionnaite or related tcpics. 

If you have any questionsr Please call 
Donald Jftjnter ^t (617) ^3-6536. 

' After oci^letin^ the questionnaire please ' 
tetutn it in the self-addcessed postage paid 
envelope by January V>, 1979. ^ - 

Mggi ^rouohout this quest ionnaipe, EPA refers 
to the Federal Ehvitornental Protection 
Agency. 4. — 



^Tiahk you for your cooperation. ^ 
RESpg^Dtwr nfFdttwiiOKi 




2. t^ich of ^the^follcwOtg environmental progtans 
» do ybu adnipister? / {Check all that apply) 

1- Air pollution control ^ 

2. ^117 DrinJ^intJ water 

^^^^ . * 

3. / / Pesticides 

'* 

4. ^ ^ J Solid VdSte 

5. ^ J Water pollution control 




4. Has your, State had a n^jor reotgani^tlon of 
\ envirormental ptoqrarTand activities <lurir>q 

the last five years? (Che<i*t one) 

1. £27 " ^ 

2; /~7 t;o . lOO TO CfJESTlCN Z) ^ 

5. Was tl)e,latest Riajor reorgoni^ati^ pact of 
an overall executive r«:>tganixation Plan' for 
State 9ovetnnent*.or did it involve a re^ 

^organixation ot el»viromentil activities 
^ only? (Qieck jone) 

1« ^ J Overall executive reorganisation ^ 

Envitomental reorganitation only , 



3. / ' 7 Other (Please spe<:ify)_ 



When iifas this latest ma]or reorganization 
[wJe of your State's envitcrmental program? 
{Enter month and year) 



i -fWonth)"^ fYcarJ^ 



7* To vhat extehtt if anyt did f^edetal leqis- 
lationt {CTa cequl^ons and policies} in- 
fluewse the rtjj^Slonto teotqanlie? (Chedf 
one) 

1. / ' 7 lb little or w> extent 

2. / ' 7 lb scTC extent 

3. / 7 Tb*^ inodetate e?ttent 

^ 

4. y__~'7 'to a substantial extent 

5. / ' 7 To a very great extent 

8. In your opinion will your State nuJce a inajor 
reocganixation of envitonnental qrograns and 
activities within the n^t two yeats. (ChecV 
one) * , 

1. /~7 Definitely yes 

2. / 7 Ptobably yes 

3. y 7 Uncertain fGO TO oaESTIOH 11} 

4. £27 Prchably no fCO TO QOESTIC« 11) 
^S. / 7 Definitely no (00 tOCUESTlON IH 



$^ Co yoo feel this reorganization will be part 
of ar\ overall executive ncorganiz^ion plan 
for Stato qovem.ient* or will it inwlvo a 
reor<janiiation of cnvircrttiental activities 
only? (Oieck o^e) " 



JO. TO whAt cxtenti if ^iivy- would Ftoaecal 
li>^i^lation# reguUticJTs arxi policies 
infltietwe this anticipated reorqaniiation? 
" (Qiec*t cr*e) 



1. ^ / Overall executive reorgania'ation 

2. / _y Envirocmetttal reorffanization <30ly 
3- /~LV Other (Pleaiw"sp<>cifyj) 

HftMflgQIEMT OF fWEBPj. E^VIK]^^^aT^AL PROGRflMS 
* 

il. Overfill io Ui& laanagemettt yf yoor envirowetttal proqrAnSi to what extent' if any# is 
eiijCh of , the ^factors listed below an oi^tacle to neetiTKj existirvg Federal requirewttts? 
Owfsck one box pec line) 



1, ^ / Little or no extent 

2. /~7 ^5crxi ejttent 
3'. £2Iy Moderate extent ^ 
jV /~7 ''substantial extent 
5. /""^ ^ry ^reat extent 



• A . 


7 


y^r 


1- Deadlines iTposed 
by Federal legislation 












2i. AvailabLUty ot technology to supfxsrt ^ 
Federal legislation 












3. Obtainii^g State enabling 
legislation 












A* Time it taXes to issue EPA regulations 
and gui<)elines 












5- Amount of flexibility in current EPA * 
regulations and Adelines 












Clarity of current CPA regulations and 
c]ui<)elines 




— 








?. Tune it ^es EIA to respond to technical 
questions and interpret its regulations and 
gui<)elines 












8^ ftiallty of EPA response to technical questions 
and interpretation of its regulations and 
guidelines 












-9- Extent of controls ilflposed on Oie State by 
EPA 












10« Pt)ilosc|!hical,differences between 
£PA and the State on program 
priorities and objectives 


1 










il. AjtDunt of Federal f;:ndinq to 

support prograio administration costs 










i2. Timing of Federal fundiJ^ to 

support program administration costs ^ ^ ^ 




1 ' 






13. KncMledqe of the amount of Tuture Federal funds 

■ tc^suRport State J^^ogrnafi administration \ 
costs / 












14. Existing State policies'to linit ' 
all program grol^rth * 












15. Amount of -?tate funding yoo receive tc 
stffiiort program ad^nistration costs 












4i6. Current level of Peder^ti funds for 

immicipalities to rteot Federal environ- 
ik mental tequirenents 












IK timber of staff in 
State program 












IB, Losses of experience** 
personnel 












19. Ability to fill 
personnel vacancies 












20. Current training programs available 

for state personnel _^ 












Split ee^?ons ability for envirounental 

procirams wiiliin State gouontnent " _ ' 




E 






22^. Current le^^l ot pui^lic support for 
envirortrpntal programs 










23. Current level oi Gubernatorial and 

State Legislative suRX>rt for environ- t 
mental programs 











12* PlttMT list:t^ the thm fMtm ^ M 



I 



13. In yoo^ opinion^ ducincr the pa^t 5 y^rs« has 
-yYokc Stat<^*s enfhasis J3CY wvlcDitnental Usoes 
' increased^ decrc^.-^ oc rt^incd the swne? 
{Check ^ioe) 

1. ^ _/ Sobs tart tUliy increase<l 



3. CZj . ctw>9<^ 
4t ^ J Sy^^cwhnt decreased 
5. ^_ J Sub&tantUlly dwreased 
13a, Briefly. e)(plain whyi 



14. Or'erdlh ^ yw fe^l U«tt educing tho ^ext 2 
y^H^cs the ec^^^haais y<^ic State placei^ on 
enviromefitdl issuers will Incteas^f '^{^rea!^^ 
or renain the sane? {Check one) 

1, l^JJ Suhstanttatly increAs^ 

2, (_ J SaxHAat increase 

* J, t*> cFwinoe — --^^ 
^ y Scnewhat decreasi 
(_ J Substantially decrease 
Briefly explain why, 



14a 



15, 



How Icxig does it usually take youc State to 
dccept an EPA orant^ich supports pro?rapt 
adninlstcation costs but does not require 
ad(*itional !$tate fundi? (£fttec~nur5bec of 
tnooths foc each type of Qcant) 



1«, 



1, Crvqoin^ gcartt 

2. t)ew gravit 



months 



nonths 



Hew lOikq does It usually ftahe your State to 
accept an EPA nrant uhidi supports progran - 
a^ilnistration costs and requires seme level 
of State fundii>g? (r^t^r nurber of cxtnths 
for each type of grant) 



1, Ciigoing grant 

2. t^ew grant 



jwths 



n. Orv^ the grant is accepted, how lofV] does 
it usually taike for foilowinq? (Enter 
tflonths) 

State apcoval'Of new pcsitioost nonths 

FilUrv? new positions: nonths 

18, In your opinion* how ™ch advance notice of ^ 
Federal fundiiv} support do you need to pc^ 
perly budget and plan your prcucans? (Winter 
months) 



fcnths 
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How satisfiM or <3isi3tisfi«d 0^ yo(* with 
^ ^uxont of AdvH^ncc noti^jit Pe^^t^l 
fuhdinq you ctnrrwtly rcc^^? (Ch4K:k onsfi 
^^^^ « ^ 

Very datisfied 

/ ' 7 <;cne(:dny miftfi^ 

/ / Cehccally dissatisfied 
dis^atisfiott 



g 

20* Ihe Offici!^ of Kdn6g«fient ^ rOdget ^ 
^ and EPA are prcpo^t'^ legiitlAtion fct a 
consolidate ^jmt ^ the State;) for attiini^^r 
taring all envirocricntal progt^rs^ This 
apfMQOdci> vi^ld eXimii^te tN^ existing cate- 
gorical grants for each progt^. *Povhat 
.extent do you ^ree/disagree with this cot^ 
solidated grant approa<:h? , (Check 

1- ^ J Stronqly agree 

2* ^ J Agree 

4- / ' 7 Disagree 
S< ^ _ y Stirongly disagree 
EPA^AIg BELATIOWSHIPS 

2l.'^t> what extent « if at all, 6o vou feel^your 
viewpoint as' Administrator of several State 
^irorinental prograns is qiut^^n «feq^fe * 
consideration in the following D'A processes? 
(Check one box per line) 



On 



22, Ovoi^llf do foei that RPA regional 
staff tirtferstdntJi? the proMor^s yoo face in 
artflini^terifK) yrxjr pro^^^a^? (Check oo^> 

/ ' 7 iVfinTtely yes'v^ ^ 



■^Prohably yos 



'^^ft^m 

^ J P|Tph5?ily no 

/ 7 ilifinitelyno 

23. Overall* d^ you feci th^^t FTA h(^>dquarter?; 
staff unilcrstanHs the pCDl>lefns you face in 
ad^inisterfna yoor progta;:^? (Check one) 

■ L J Definite3y yes 

2- ^ PK*vibly y^js 

J* / Uncertaiti * 

^ / Hy Procahly no \^ 

S, Definitely no 



Regulation niakinq 
process 












Policy naXfng 
process' 
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Question 4- Has your State had a major reorganization of 

environmental program and activities during 
the last five years? 



Yes (13) 
















MA 


KC 


OH 


MO 


NV 








HI 


MI 


m 


HI 


WA 








FL 


m 


KS 












m (32) 
















CT 




GA 


TN 


AH 


»E 


SD 


CA 


ME 


DE 


KY 


IL 


LA 


CO 


UT 


AK 


VT 


■PA 


MS 


IN 


OK 


MT 


WY 


ID 


NY 


-Ah 




WI ■ 


lA 


m 


AZ 


OR 



'J 



Question 


5. 


Was the latest major reorganization part of an 
overall executive reorganizat ion\pIan for State 
government'r or did it involve a reor^anizafton 
of environmental actiyj^ties onlyy? 




Question 


6, 


When was this latest ;^jor ^reorganization made . 
of your state's environmental/program? 








Question 


'7, 


To wb^at extentf if any » <3td Federal legislation, 
(EPA fil^uXations and policies) in-fXuence the/ 
decision to reorganize?"^ 



REORGAHIZATJOM-^ITHIH PAST FIVE YEARS 
Question 5 Question 6 ■ Question 7 



State 




Date 


HA 


Executive 


7/75^ 


HI 


Environmental 


10/77 


FL 


Environmental 


7/75 


WC 


Ehvironn\ental 


9/78 


HI 


Environmental 


6/7^ 


HH 


Environmental 


8/7 3 


OH 


Environmental 


8/74 


MH 


Execu.tive , 


4/78 


KS 


Executive 


7/74 


HO 


Executiire 


' 1/1 A 


HI 


Enviro^ental 


2/74 


WV 


Environmental 


1/11 


WA 


Environmental 


12/74 



Extent of Federal Influence 

Hoderate 
^ Some 

Little or no 
Hoderate^ 
" Little or no 
Little or no 
Little or no 
Little or no 
Little or no 
Little or no 
Very Great 
^ Little or no 

Very Great 



V 



Oaestlon 8* In your opinion will your State make a piajor 
reorganization of environmental pro9rams dnd 
activities within the next two years? 



Definitely Yes {! ) 
SD 

Probably Yes (8) 



MS I A AK 

IL UT WA 

OK HI 

Uncertain fl3} 



PA KC 
FL TK 
KY IN 


MI 
WI 
LA 


NE 
AZ 


CA 
ID 






Probably No { 20) 










* 


MN m 

OH CO 
'AR HT 


ND 
WY 
CT 


NV 
OR 
ME 


MA 
RI 

\ VT 


KJ 
NY 
DE 


AL 
SC 


Definitely Ko (3) 












GA KS 


MO 










\ 
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Oue&tion 9* Do you feel 'this reorganization will be a part 
o£ an overall executive reorganization plan for 
State governments or will it involve a reorgani- 
zation of environmental activities only? 



'Question lO. To what extent, if any, -wogld Federal legislation. 

regulations and policies influence this anticipated 
reorganization? 



REORGANIZATION WITHIN THE NEXT TWO YEARS 



State 



MS 
XL 
OK 
lA 

SD 

UT 
HI 

AK 

WA 



^□estion 9 
Tase 



Question 10 
Extent of Federal Influence 



Executive 
Executive 

Other - Water Pollution 
Environmental 
Other - Water agencies 
St environmental 
Executive 
Environmental 

O^her - Internal Departmeat 

Reorganization 
Environmental 



very Great 
Some 

Moderate 
Moderate 

Little or no 
Substant ial 
Substantial 

Substantial 
Very Great 
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Question 11* Overall^ in the management of ydur environment- 
-dl programs^ to what extents if ^ny* is each 
of the factors listed below an obstacle to meet- 
ing existing Federal requirements? {Check one 
" box per line) " , 



Total Response; 



(45) 



1-. CMdiineft l;TC6e<i 
tvJt^dttAl Icqislation 


1? 


?? 




ft 


1 


Af«il4blltty o£ CfttiinolQ^y to support 
Mvcal leolsiatiorx 


7 


11 


13 


t1 


3 


3k ^CbtMifilng State «nablii>g 
legislation 


2 


4 


14 


15 


10 


4fe Wie tt uK«» to issue EPA t«9ul»l4^ 
And Qul^lines 


16 


18 




4 


1 


-S. Amount oi fleubtlity fn-cucrc^t E7A 
: 'muUriIons and Quldvilnes ^ 




19 


9 


? 


1 


«k Cltrlty o£ cufTTcnt CM t*gulatl$ns 

QUiafrllnes , ^ . ^ 


7 


15 




8 


1 


1% Tint it:t«>i«s CPA to n^iood to technlcAl 

qi^tions «nd int«cpcct ltd regulattons an) ^ 


D 


If) 
la 


1*1 






6k Oulxty of CPA i«^onsft to t«ctoicaX qiiestioc^s 
And' InttEpr^Utlon o£ It^ tiguUtlora and 
4uldtlliws 


4 


10 


16 


11 


•4 


Sik detent oE controls ifpoeeO on the State by 
CPA ^ ' ^ 


20 


8 


12 


4 


1 


iO. jntloso^ical <iiff«nnc«s: betve«t) ' 
t^A aM tt>* State dn pTOgt«>- 
^icrltles arid oblectiws 


7 


11 


15 


9 


3 


Uk Anount o£ fMetal tundU|5 to 

suAiort pco^ran adninistratlon costs 


5 


14 


15 


8. 


3 


12% TJeiln? of r«d«rU funOifig to 

support protiraRt administration costs 


9 


14 


k 


8 


3 


13k KrttwM?^ of tM asiount of luture FedttAl tund«~ 
to .Mjfuprt Stat* pruicicaro aAntnistcatlon 


15 


ll 


11 


4 


2 


l4k CtOting StSte policies to limit _ 
all orooraic «irwth 


7 


10 


r 


14 


7. 


15. Anount of State funding yofj receive to ^ 
support prcigrwB stkntnisttatlon costs 


6 


12 


12 


10 


5 


1*. Current level oi Fed«r«l funds for 
Mftdcipslities to neet Fsderml etwlmr- 
aental te^ilrer^tits 


4 


10 


13 


11 


-7 


17» Hnber of sta£f iti ' » 
State Rts^am 


6 


18 


9 


9 


3 


Uk losMS ^ e}(|»»rienced . ^ 
pecscfinel 


8 


19 


U 


6' 


1 


IJ- Ability to illi 
nerwrniel vacancies 


12- 


5 


8 


9 


1 


20. Qirtent training programs avsilBK>ie 
fbr State pvrsonnel 


3 


7 


17 






3U Split tespmlbiiity for enulronmntsl 

w:cqrw within ScatewKmrnent " * 


1 


2 


7 


'9 


:5 


22, Q»ent level ot pui^lic wvppoct for 
tnhrircfmn^l proartfs .... 




3 


13 


2 


!6 


23, Qftrent' level ot Gub«rnatorial and 
KtA^ Le9isletive suf^rt for envirorv 
, ventai prvira.is * 


2 


6 


8 


15 
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Question 13* 


In your opinion* during the Past 5 years* has 
your State's emphasis on environmental issues 
increasecjt (Jecreasecj or r^mainecj the same? 




I Question i3a* 


Briefly explaTn why* 





Sub'stantigtlly Increased - 1 13) ' - ^ 

Ok Georgia has moved aggressively to keep State ^aws con*- 
sistent with Federal and obtain delegations where pos- 
sible* In addition* 'Georgia has implemented an envi- 
ronmental resource^^management concept including alloca-^ 
"^tipn of ground ana^sur£ace waters. 

MS Mississippi - had been less ^nvironmenltally aware than 
other States, but this started to change in the mid- 
70*s as Indicated by Increasing -State legislative sup* 
■ port » »^ " . . , * ' 

SC Better public education — and to some extent, the 
"chickenlittle syndrome*" 

XK Increased requirements of^Federal legislation* 
'WI In^art^due to a change in administration and a result-^ 
ant greater £ocus on envlrdnnjental matters* 

AR Bcbnomic and population growth has been tremendous* 

LA Very great concern over solid waste incident " snowball 
effect*^^ ■ V , * 

MO Hew State laws* 

ND Mo response* 

Passage- of Wyoming's 1573 Environmental Qi/allty Act. 
Staffing from 15 to 87 persons In this time period* 
Substantive changes to enhance legislative coverage 
of environmental issues* 

AZ Much greater emphasis by State 'legislature and Governor 
to .direat environmental programs by State personnel in- 
stead of by EPA* 

HI Primarily in response to Federal legislation* 

AK Change in State admittistration^in d574' — emphasis of 

Governor on environmental -iguality* ^ ' 

Somewhat Increased (201 . " " , 

MA Mo Response* 

VT Tbe high level of emphasis which existed in the early'70 
^ ' has moderately injrreased due to public 'awareness and ful- 
ler knowlei^e of issues* 

KY , Meeded legislation has been passed concerning environ- 
mental protection^\nd the Initiation of regulatory pro-* 
grams* ' ' 
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DE Feaeral enactments mandate greater enphasisr i«e« Clean 
Air Act of 1977^ Clean Rater Act of .1977, RCRA^ TOSCA- 

PA Uew Federal legislation has stimulated the State to seek 
primacy for operation of a number of programs* 

AL The public seems to be demanding more^ environmental con-* 
trols but this has- not been translated into legislative 
action by increased budget or authority'^ 
Continued support by the executive and legislative 
branches of State government and continued public sup^^^ 
port* 

KY Environmental awareness was on the rise* 
NC News coverage of environmental emergencies *and education* 
XL ' prograTt scope has expanded - professional comp.^tance im-* 
proved - program coordination between media ha^ starlfed ^ 
program impacts better understood* 
HI There was a ivtare than 'substantial increase inj^thf 

60's and early 70*s* T^ris began to le3j«J--oft""Tini recent 
years as public attention focused >orrother issued* 
OH The emphasis, has changed^^^ronTain adversary to a cc Dp era* 

ttv# nature* ^ - ^ < 

UJt Mineral extractton activity and public ^wareness* . 
OK Gradual increase In number of people ^and bills. involved in 

environmental area* 
lA The number of programs, budget and personnel has increased 

*iaai^ly due to Federal funds* 
CO Air PollutiPn has been a major public concern of interest 
the Governor and legislatujre* Radiation is a public 
sue due to the presence of Rocky T la ts Uuclear Weapons 
Plant^in^ Denver area."^ \ ^ 

SD No Response* 4 
OT Utah has had strong^environinental programs for^many years* 
^ Hoderately^increased funding and publicity have increased 
public awareness, but also has generated some negative r^,-^ 
action* ^ 
CA The current administration is far more sympathetic to en;- 
vironmental concerns than the previous one* There has 
been strong. ^public support sin^e the late 60*s^ but busi^ 
ness and labor groups have become^btore outspoken in their 
opposition* ' " * 

NV XfOcal political awareness of programs* Rapid growth and^ 
limited resources* 

Wo Chantie f4> . 

CT Uo response* 
RI Uo response 



, H7 Major programs ha^/^^een in place* \ 

sarj 



WA We have been in this>a*6a for many years* Much work had 
already been done* 



"1 



20. 
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V 



\ * • ■ 

Somewhat Decreased (g) " * ' 

we have joined tKe est^ablishment and have, to fit ou^ . ^ 
f^ro9ram% and goals in with all others unlike the peak^ 
periods of enthusiasm in the, early 70'3« 

Ttf Because of public's conceEjf: of priorities; inflation^^ 
energy and other considerations have been given prior- 
it]^* Their concern.for toxibs in the environment and 
their effect on health has remaineanigh but they are 
conf.used about them because of a Ia':;k of knowledge *in 
this>^area by the Federal GPA itself and the information 
(sometimes incorrect)* 

MN, The b^ic regulatory programs are "in place" and euiH- 
ronmenVal regulation i'C no longer a "cause celebre*"* 

KS Disillu^sioned b;^ procedural requirements - costly pro*- 
<}rams vl^thout lo9icaI benefits* ' 

N£ Because job £s being dond quietly and is perceive<3 by 
people td be reasonable and in balance v£th other needs* 
Emphasis ts on "voluntary coirpliance" and. working with 
the people\^ r 

MT' The job should have^een done, but <)elay in enforcements 
inadequate fi4ld work and poor implementation caused by 
the vastf amount/of Federal red taper dupllcatiori and in- 
decision* 1^ *^ 

ID Backlash to environmetital overkill 4 years ago general 
^ ^ concern about economics* 

OR Emphasis ftas shifted^trom wa.ter to air because^ of water 
cleah-'up success* Apparent Ib^ss of State conti^ol is de^ 
cireasing 'State approval jd£ initiatives* 

/ ♦ 
Substantially Decreased 0) ^ 



V, 



^^^^ 



/ 
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^Question 14l 




Overalls do .you feel that duringjrthe next 2 years 
the emphasis you r^ state places^ environmental 
issues will increase* decreag^f or remain, the 
same? 



I Question 14a* Briefly explain why*^ 



Subfetantiallv Increase (1) :f 



Governor wishes the Sta^e to control all environmental jT^ 
programs and keep EPA and Federal programs out; The " V . 
effect of environmental issues on State growth is under- 
stood « ' ♦ * 



^mewh'at Ir^rease (20) 



CT 
DE 



KY 

sc 
Ih 

IN 
AR 

hk 
m 

OK 

KS 

HO 
ND 
SD 



A^r prttblems and Solid' waste^f^pblems ^ill reach criti- 
cal prc^ortions during this penod« 
Public ^varg^ss of tihe jji^zardous ch^rDical problem* 
It's an*l1Sevi table outgjpwi^h oF^increased Federal re*^ 
quirements* 

Involvement in a number ofwedex^a^ primacy programs 
will stimulate increased regulatory and planning efforts* 
New administration seem^ to be more positive in its ap- 
proach at this time to environmental issues. However^ 
there are severe budgef problems at the State level* 
Gover^r's budget request supports a moderate increase ^ 
in staffing for FY 1980-81* 

Strong interest in multi-m^dia impacts of pollution con-^ 
trol decisions* 

Changes to Air Act, RCRA, SDWA, CWA, TSCA, etc* 
Emphasis on multi-^media coordination - trade off is nec- 
essary to accomplish other social objectives* 
State needs to increase overall services to its people* 

^ore population and economic growth expected* 

TJo response* 

Continued emphasis in extraction of minerals will in- 
crease problems associated with that extraction* 
Will eventually level off* Will continue for a period 
o£ time* ■ ^ / 

Objective concern over toxics^ Impetus of existing EPA 
prograils will carry fdrward. 

New law and possible available Federal fun^n^* 
Coal development* oil development* 

This State is just becoming aware of some o^ th> hazards 
and is starting to^ worry - hazardous and toxic substances 
is rather new to usr therefore interest can be generated. 



■ / 

22 
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UT^ Prospects for more enabling legislation are somewhat 
improved but budget increases will probably be negli- 
gible* 

HI Amendments to Federal .^Twir^onmental pollutiOh control 
acts and recent Stat^is^ues will probably result in- 
an increase in empha&i's on environmental issues* 



m Change (17) \ 

HB Haine_-has a continuing interest in environmental protec- 
tion "but there are "no" hot issues* 

VT The current*^ef fort fs considered to be in balance when 
considering all other functions pf State grants* 

t4Y NO substantial new legislaTi<^i^ is anticipated* 

GA Georgians program is already consolidated in one agency 
.with most Federal programs* NPDBSr 205 (g)# PSD# etc* 
delegated to State* The "hoia-the^line" growth policy 
of government will minimize change* 

HS Proposition 13 fever will impact all State programs* 

NC Have reached a plateau. ^ 

TN No Response* 

MI Believe that energy considerations will prevent further 
increase* 

OH Retention of Governor And Director. 

lA Budget process underway, Governor recommends status quo 
for next two years* 

NC I *think we are reaching a level of equilibrium in en- 
vironmental programs* with activity being geared at a 
. level people have come to expect and accept* Increas€x3 
inf latior^ary pressure could be harmful* 4 

CO Nor response. 

WY Present legislative candidates were elected on platforms 



specific regulatory pie^rams* * 
NV Government spending will be the big iss^e* 
AK Federal intervention in Alaska oriND2 land issues and * 

whales wi^^ generate a negative reaction among populace* 
ID Programs static at State lever - still i^uch concern about 

economics. * ^ 

WA Much of the important work is done* We are now respond-^ 
ing to Federal initiatives. " 

Somewhat Decrease (7) ' 

HA The economy and development of activities^hat H^ll 

procuce jobs or attract industry are major social and 
' political issues. 

RI Public concern for reducing spending. Public losing 
faith with changing restrictions imposed by Federal 
regulations and" BPA's* 




governmental gi;owth'an<^ 
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HH Public support is diminishing for all government espe-^ 

cially regulatory programs which are perceived to have 

a negative economic impact* 
WI Hore conservative mood currently after a few years of 

considerable activity (in both legislature and^xecutive 

branches) » ^ ^ . 

MT We plan and plan as required by BPA but do little* 
' CA State Senate committee assignments were recently stacked 

against environnilfntal concerns* 
OR Greater Fe^erari interventP>n will further decrease State 

willingness 'do operate programs without ability' to adapt 

to State conditions* 



Substantially^Decrease {0) 



Question 


15* 


How long does it usually take your State to accept 
'an EPA grant which supports program administration 
co3,ts but doen not require additional State, funds? 




Question 


16* 


How long does it usually take your State to accept 
an EPA grant^which supports program administration 
costs and requires some level of State funding? 
— ^ " 



t 



4 
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24 



CT 1 



MS - 2 J. ; 1 

MA 1-5 2 9 

w 1 1 ■ i ■ 3 

NJ 0 ? ^ ' ^ 

Ny , 1 I 6 12 

DE 3 i ■ 1 1 

«• 1 J 1 1 

FL 2 • 2 ^2 

GA ■ , 3 ^ I 2 6.12 

KY 2 ■ i 1 ■ ' 12 

MS 1 1 ? « 

SC 2 ? S' 15 

TN 1-2 2-4 n ^ ■ 

IL. 1 ■ 11 11-16 

IN 1-2 i ^ 

MI 12 J 2 12-24 

MN 1 12 12 

OH i I 1-2 3-4 

. AR , } V ^ 12+ 

LA . 1 3 ' ? 3 

NM - 0-0 n 

OK 1 " 0 18 

lA ■ 1 • ^ 1 

KS ' 1-3 3 12 

MO 18 24 " ^-12 

NE 1 18 -24 

■CO 2.5 . ; ? 2 • 

Mt 2 * ^ ^-12 12-18 

ND 3 ^ 1-6 1-6 

SD 1 f 24 24 

UT • 1 ^ 1 1 

1-2 i52 ,\ 6 

*AZ 4 1-2 1-2 

NV ^ 1 . ; 8 12 

AK ^ 3 5 , .12-48 12-48 

■ID ■ 1 2 I 

4-5 6_i2 

WA . 4 V 6 I 
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Qu««tion 17* Once the EPA grant is accepted^ *how long does 
it usually take for the following? & 



--State approval of new positions 
'™Pilling new positions 



Question 18* In your opinion^ how much advance notice ot 

Federal funding support do you need to properly 
budget and plan your programs? 
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Question 1$^ How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the 
amount of advance notice of Federal funding you 
currently receive? 



Very Satisfied iO) 
Generally Satisfied (11) 



CT 


AR 


ND 


HA 


HH 


SD 


FL 


N& 


UT 




CO 





Borderline (S) 

TN WY 
HN AK 
WI 



Generally Dissatisfied (20) 



m 


NY 


NC 


AZ 


OK 


RI 


DE 


SC 


HI 


lA 


VT 


PA 


OH 


HV 


KS 


«J 


AL 


LA 


WA 


HT 



Very Dissatisfied (8) 

GA HI 

H$ HO 

XL ID 

IN OR 



Ho Response (1) 
CA 
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Question 20* 1!he Office of Hanageihent ana Budget ana BPA are 



proposing legislation for a consolidated grant 
to the States for administering all environ- 
mental programs* This approach would eliminate 
the existing categorical grants foe each pro- 
> gram* To what extent do you agree/disagree 
witn this consolidated grant approach? 




Strongly Agree (7j^ 



ME 
GA 
HC 
-lA 



MS 
AK 



Agree (18) 



CT 
MA 

VT 



PL 
KY 
XL 
MX 



wr 

AR 
KS 
CO 



MT 
UT 
HI 
HV 



ro 

OR 



Unsure (6) 



MS 
TN 



OH 
SO 
MH 



Disagree f3) 



HY 
WY 
CA 



Strongly Disagree iVl) 



Rt 
PA 
AL 

SC 



LA 
HM 
OK 



HD 
A2 
WA 
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Question 21« To what extenkr if ^t all, do you feel your 
viewpoint as Administrator of several State 
environmental programs is given adequate con- 
sideration in the following EPA processes? 



-Regulation making process 
-Policymaking process ' 



Regulation Policy Making 

Making Process Process 



Very Great Extent 0 0 

Substantial or Great Extent 1 ^ 2 

Moderate Extent ^ 6 

Some Extent 12 12 

Little or No Extent 23 , 25 



Question 22« Overalls do you £eel that the EPA regional 
staff understands the problems you face in 
administering your programs? 



Definitely Yes 6 

Probably Yes > 19 

CJncertain 5' 

Probably No 10 

Definitely No 5 



Question 23« Overalls do you feel that EPA headquarters^ 
staff understand^ the problems you face in 
administering your programs? 



Definitely Yes 
Probably Yes 
CJncertain 
Probably No 
Definitely No 



V 
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^ RESPONSES TO. THE SaRVEY OF 
STATE IHPLEHfiHTATION OF 
' THE CLEAN AlR ACT 



r. 



STATES RESPONDING (45) 



Aldbama 


AL 


Alaska ^ 


AK 


Arizona 


A2 


Arkansas 


AR 


California 


.CA 


Colorado 


- CO 


Delaware 


DE 


Florida 


. FL 


Hawaii 


HI 


Idaho 


ID 


Illinois 


IL 


Indiana 


IN 


Iowa 


lA 


Kansas . 


KS 


Kentucky 


KY 


Louisiana 


LA 


Kaine 


HE 


Maryland 


KD 


Hich igan 


.MI 


Minnesota 


KN 


Mississippi 


MS 


Missouri 


MO 


Nebraska 


NE 



Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Kexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

.Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South (Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Verjiont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 



NV 

NH 

NJ 

NH 

NY 

NC 

ND ■ 

OH 

OK 

OR 

PA 

RI ■ 

SC 

SD 

TN 

TX 

OT 

VT 

VA 

WA 

WI 
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- U^^CEWERAL ACCOONTIHC OFFICE 

Survey ol"StAt« lupUedntAtioa o£ 
The Cle«ii^£r Act 



General Instructions 

Ihe U.S: Genetal ^Accounting Office is 
studying tb« p£ohl»ts faoed by the States In 
lirfilemntinq and ^dninisterin^ F^ral 
eiwironoentM pixjqtm. 1^ purpose of this 
qpefttionrutit« is to cbtJkin informstion oci yt>ur 
progmnfs} and to determine -he siqnlflcance o£ 
the problems Stabe efWiro(««ntal proqrttn 
Atmgers £dce. are senaing similar 
quest icons ices to the directors of the air 
podluticn Aontrolf drilling water « ppsttcidefr* 
solid waste and watet pollution control procrrams 
in all 5D States as veil as to the <idninUtrator . 
of each l&ta^*s en^lrcnnental agency 

^ Kiile the questlcns that follow aice Used 
largely on our discussions with prat|tani officials 
f^o^cyen States^ we have atten^ited to provide a 
fbtm^ that will be readily adapCible to all 
StateSii If vou feel 'that the fomat of any 
question does not fit your situation^ pie^ add 
the necessary explanatory note^- Jtoreover^. feel 
free to make any additional ooments on your pro- 
gcan^ this ouestionnalre or related topics^. 

If you have any questions^ please call 
Donald NUnter at (617} 

After completing the questionnaire please 
return it in the seXf-addiressed postaoe pait^ 
envelope by January 19, 1979^ 

tCTEi Ihroo^hout this quest lonnai re # EPA refer? 
1 the Federal Envtw«tiental Protection 
Agency- 
Thank you for your cooperation- ' 
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HflMftCEMEWT OF Fg£RAL tUVIBOWEHTAL PtOGRWS 



6. vhat extent* if it all* is each of th« fact<>rs listed below an obstacle to nanagiOQ yoqr 
program to itieet the objectives of the Clean Air Act? fChect: one box per lif^e) 




Deadlines ifr^^ose^} 
by federal legislation 



Availability of technology to support 
Pedernal legiglatiog 



3^ Obtaining State enal>lin9 - 

legislation 
4» Tlwe^t takes to ime tP^ cegwlaticos 



and guidelines 



Amunt of flexibility in current EPA 
regulations ai>d miidelines 



6* Clarity o£ current EPA regulations and 

guidelines ; 

7^ TiTC^it takes EPA to respond to technical 
^vesticns and intetpret its reqolations and 
guidelines 



Si'^Owility of EGVi response to technical questions 
antf'inte^pretaticn of its r&golations and 
guidelines- 



t 



extent ot controls irposed on the State by 



10» Philoec()hical differences between" 
and the State on progran 
priorities and objectives 



lU Anoont of Federal funding to 

support pgoqtatn Ministration costs 
12^ TiAin^ of Federal funding to 

stieportpgograni adcdnif;tration costs 



13 r Knowledge, of the^TOont of fu tore Federal Conds 
to support state prograsas aduinistratfcn 
costs 



14* Existing State policies to limit 
all gpogram growth 



15» Aflwnt of state funding you receive to 
sigport pcogcam a^nistration costs 
level of Federal fonds 



16* current level oTpederal fonds for 
municipalities to tteet federal environ- 
taental requiEenents 



^5 



IT* Hkdtber of staf £ in 
state Pcogtam 



IB* tosses of experienced 
personnel 



19* Ability to fill 
personnel vacancies 



20* Oirreitt training programs available 
for state personnel 



21* S^rit responsibility for envircrvrental 

prograns within State ^pvernrt&nt 

Current level of public support for 



22 



environnifntal programs 



23^ Current level of cobematorial and 
State Legislative support for environ^- 
nental prograng 
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\2* Will your State he rerauir^ to itiploment bn 
ItH progrnam to i^ricdically test all cairs to 
determine exhaiuft polluticri levels? (Check 
one) 

u CU iooiooJEsnai 16) t 
2, CD 



Oon3i<)&r all scions oC the Clean Air Act 
that are ^fspliShble to your ptogratvtii To 
dat^ has your state enacted the necessary 
lawa to iiiplQi;(ent these aecticns? (Checit 
onel 

1- CD Yes (CD OD OUESnOl 10) " 

^ % CD No 

9* Pleaae list below tijepcwision for 

you 'still need a S<5tS^*)BAr ana the date by 
^id) you expect th^t latWsfp ^ E^^ai^set}* 

Provision for ^id) ^te passat^ 

lesisUticfi is needed expected 



13^. Will that I&H program be r^ired for the 
entire f nte or just part of the State? 
(Checic 4>e) 



1- CU *Ei\tite State 
2, / ' 7 Part of State 



14. will your State have to enact hrqislation 
in order to inpleroent the au^^tobile ICK 
program? (CbecX one) 

' 1* CD T^es 

2- CD OD QU! 




;CN 16) 



I0« To what extent* if anyr was or is ead) of 
the factors listed below an obstacle to the 
passage of needed State laws? (Check one 
box per line) 




\* current amount <uf federal 
. funding 












2- Probability of continued 
Federal fundin? sunx^rt 












3i> Current regulations 
an] sidelines 












i« State phlloscphical 
differences with' intent 
of Federal legislation 












5, State resources required 
to iJTplenent «nf1 ad- 
' minister the progr«c^ 













IK In your qpinion* what has been the rnajor 
barrier/ if any* to passage of needed 
State t^ws. 



15« In your qplnion how likely is passage of 
this enabling legislation? (Check one) 

1- CD ii»t«ir 

2, CD lJ*tely 

3- ^Z? B(»derline 

4, CD U^liJ^ely 

5- CD unlikely 

ie« Socne f^tates may voluntarly inpleftient an 
I£H program to periodically test all 
cars to determine exhaust pollution ^ 
levels^. At the preisent time does' your 
State have or Plan to itiplement this program 
a voluntary basis? (Check one) 

1- CD Yes ' ' - 

2- CD 

17* ^id) of the following best describes the 
current situatioe for dtargina isa^or sources 
a permit fee under Section 110 (C) (2) (k) 
of the Clean Air Act? (Check one) 

1* CD enablinq legislation 

2- / ' 7 Weed enablina legislation and likely 
to obtain it 

3, / ' 7 Need enabling legislation but 

unlikely to obtain it 

18, Jflien didfor will you sulrtit yoor revised SIP 
to EPAJr (Enter mcnth/year) 
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19. 



) 

tt> w^at extents If ^n^t I^b ^^;it:iU<f'^tbe 
followlT>g irpeOed youc prepAcation And 
s*jbnla*!lon of ^ revis^^* SIP? (Checit or* tort. 
pec tine) 




Ir current CPA 






■ — 




1 


resources 




— 








3« Stat« opposition to 

intent of reder^l leaislatior 












4« State etuhUt)9 
legislation 












S« St^tc policy on 
PTCQcan growth 













20, In your cpinion^ vh;tt has been the rofjor 
* barrier^ if any, to preparation of your 
revised SIP? 



23^ H&% or will yoor State adhini^iter d 

Provention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) pronran? 
\check one) 

1, / 7 DefinlttlyvcT 



,(00 TO OUESTltH 25> 



2. 



Probably yes 
3» / ' 7 Uncertain 

4, / / Probably no 

5, / 7 Definitely no 

24« Briefly explain >Aiy your State ()oes not 
plan to atininlsttr a PSD prooram. 



STWTC ftOCEFTArXX OF PflOGRftH RKSPgglBILrTY 

21* Will your State be required to suhnit a non- 
attainrncnt [>lan? <Check one) 



2, / 7 tto (00 10 CO^lCW 23) 



22, CO you feel your State will have at^eouate 
resoocces {financial and stafti to effect^ 
ively nanage that plan? (Check one) 

1, / f Definitely yes 

2, i_ f Probably yes 
3t LTl llncertain 

4, / 7 Prcbatay no 

5, / 7 Definitely no 




2S« Which Of the follcwino best describes the 
situation in ycor State re^tdlno the Min- 
istration of 4 Mew Source Review Prograj^t 
under Section 110 of the Clean Air Act? 
{Cbec)c one) ' 

1, / / CurrenLly adnlnistering program 
(00 TTi 00ES71CN 27) 

2* / / Not currently adninisterino prograjn 
but plan to tOO TO OIESTICM 27) 

3- / / Wot currently ^attiiinisbering program 
and do not Plan to 

26, Briefly expl*!" t))tf major reason wti^ your 
^tate does not plan to adnlnist^r -the pro- 



27- Which of the lolloping best describes the 
situation in your State regarding the a*iin- 
ist«rln^ of a tCSHATS proaram under Section 
112 ol the Cloart Air ik±? (Chedc one) 

1> / / currently adninj^iteriiv? proqr^n 
/GO TO ajfSrifW 29) 

2. LTl Mot currently Ministerw program 

but plan to (OD TO QdESnai 29) 

3, / / ttot currently artninlfiterinq proaram 

and Ht? not Plan to ^ 
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28* Bviofly explain the mjot reason why ycur 
St^te <^s not Plan to tdttinistet the 



(ttich of the fdllqtflng best descti 
situation in yout state redatdinq 
ministration of^a non-ocrpliance 
program undet Section 120 ot the 
(Check one) 

1, currently adninlsteting 

(00 TO aiESTIOl 31) 

2* / V Wot cutxeAtly adninistetingtprogtam 
but plan to (00 ID QUESTjd^ 3l) 

3* /~ 7 Hot currently adtninisterinci 
and do, not plan to 

30, Briefly explain why your £tate will not 
adninister the program* 




PRXRftM BESOURCES 

31. Please provide the following information re^ 
gdfding.the nuriber of professional positions 
in your pcogran as' of January 1, 1919% 
-lEnter na4)ers in space pcovide^. If r>one, 
enter 0) 



Positions 
Authorised 



Poaitiocis 
Filled 



Ibtal luirtj^r * 

tJuntter 100% 

State fundirxj 

tiutityet loot 

i^ral funding 

Wunber jointly 

funded 

32, In total hov mrty authorized professional 
positions do you expect yoiit progr^ to hav^ 
by October 1, 1979? (Enter total nirtoer of 
pofiLtlor^J 

^iff^t positions 



33« Have you hac* aw diff ictiltiejt filling - 
authorized pdsltiq^ on a tlnel^ hasis? 
(Check one) ^ 

1, ZI7 

2, / 7 Nt) (oq TO WFSTia: Jt) 

34* 'Vo what extents if any^ has each of the 
following been an otstacle- to fillinq 
positions on a ttinely basis? (Check one 
box per line) 



r* state salary 
structure 



ceilings on 
' authorized staff 
levels 




StateNl()e freeze 
on all hirinctf 



Statewide perwMel 
redactions 



5« State Civil ~ 
Service ptooedorcs 



Limited recruiting 
efforts 



State residency 

requirenient 

Availability of 
disciplines needej_ 



Perceived t«3porary 
nature of Federally 
supported positions 



3S* In your <¥>inicn v^at has been the major 
barrier to filling positions? 



36, 



For the tt^-)n»ar perior^ ending Decerber 31, 
1978* please enter lielowt a* tlje approximate 
nunheV of ptofessicnai staff that have left 
your proqraD volunta/lv to taike erpl<^T%nt 
elsewhere* and h> the approxinate nurtier of 
those who left who had three or note years 
of expjrienm. (avter nurtiers in spaces 
provided* if none* enter 0) 



^ Jioitxsr who left 

^ Hunher who left with three qt 
more years experience 
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y}* It yni have hat) professiovial sUff lem 

during the peist tuo-yejtrs tAiat at« the mjot 
reascns rest often cit«a for leAvinq? 



40^. Bo^l on curtent work priorities of the GhA 
do you fe^l the follcurfing ptoqt^ elcroents 
dce over^fR^slxedt under «rptt^ixed cr 
ef^ha^ixed jusc right? (Check one box per 
line) ^ .... * 



Hi Dow nuch positive or negative iKf^act had the 
■Clean Air Act requirmnt th«t ^cii S^te 
laust receive at Vt^at one half reroent of 
the totat Section 105 annual grants to all 
States cn your program? ''{Check one) 

L / ' 7 Significant positive impact 

/7I7 to^tive Ippact 



/_ Little or no.lnpact 

/ ' 7 Negative iiipact 

/ ' 7 Siqnificant negative inpact 



PflOGRW PRIOMTIES 

^* In your opinion^ Mk> exerts the tnost in- 
fluence on your assignnent of the priorities 
to meet the requireoents of the Clean Air 
nAct? {Check one) \^ 

U / ' 7 State Govemnent officials 



/ ' 7 local Govecnroent officials 
/_ / Public Interest Groups 

\ 

Other (Please specify) 





* */ 

A? 




7^ 




Pldnnim? 












Honitorim - 












Enfctcenent 













EPA^^TE RgLCTIOHSHlFS 



ft". Overall hew wouW you dtaracterixe iwar re- 
lationship with EPA regional staffT' (Check 
one) 

1. £27 Very good 

2. £17 oooa ^ 

3. / ' 7 [Jeither good nor bati 
4> /~7 Pw^ 

5, / ^ Very poor 




?o lAkat extent, if at all, do you fee^the 
EPA headquarters staff ur^tstandft the 
ptoblefos you face as a State progran 
director ir adninistoriivg your program? 
(Chfeok one; 

1- /_ / Very large extent 

2. substantial extent 

3. / 7 Moderate extent 

t 

4* / ' 7 Sone extent 

5, / / Little ^ no extent 
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43- Ovnt^lU how dofcj the ojtrent level of EPA 
headquarters st^ff understdndinq of ywr 
ptobieftts lnpact m the effectiveness! of your 
pC05r*i? (Check one) 

1- / -/ Si<|nif£eant pcsltive irpact 

2- £^ Positive ijipact 

3. / 7 Uttle Or no intact . 

4. / ~7 Negative irpact 

A 7 Significant ne^^tive ijrpact 

I4i> *b what extents if Any« has.EI^ nc^nitorirtg 
of your perfontonoe under CAA listed you 
in tupJwiTvg proqrAn perfoctnatKe? (Check 
one) 

1- / ■ / Vfery large extent 

2, /_ ) Substantial extent ■ 

3. / _/ Moderate extent 
4- Sera ext^t 

5. /_ ) Little or no extent 

lb what extents if ^ do you feci your 
vie^int «i£ A State ptogram <)irector is 
given 'adequate consideration in the fol~ 
lowing EPA processes? {Check or>e boot per 
line) 




f^e^uiation trying 



Policy tnaking 




PZease enter the nanes of the organisations 
that you feel t^st represent your views toi 
the U-'S, Coooress; anJ^ b^. the EPA^ 



a^ M^S^ Congress 
b. ' EPA 



4?* Please enter helow the name ot the or- * 
ganization(s) yoo are nost likely toVontact 
when you nee<i infomatton or assistance to 
carry out yoor progref^ responsih;litieSi> 
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Question 6* To what extent. If at all. Is each of the factors 
listed below an obstacle to managing* yoar program 
to me^t the objectives of the Clean i4lr Act? 

(Check one box per^line) 



Total Responses; 45 



1* OMdJIncs iifwd ^ 


21 


.13 


'6 


4 


1 


1* A»MiU»iiity oi~ LConS^ogy to Mpport 


1 


15 


9 




? 


j« ObCAinlng Stat* *tiitkiing 


* 


12 


13 


11 


5 


4« U A.lbt* to {RTttgaUtim 




15 


4 


7 


] 


9i Mount Ot^l«>^ltty In oomnt CTA 


1« 


!4 


11 


3 


1 


CUfity Of «umnt CPA rMuUtiont «tid 
«jld^llnt« 


4 


14 


12 


12 


3 


7« Tit« it tc vetpond to t«tftfUc«l 
^pwftiM AAA int«rpr%t its rt9^atiORi *nd 


10 




10 

J V 


A 


1 


•« Ouilty otUfA t^ipoftM td t^tfuiiCAl qotfttKm 
m4 InttepcttAtion ck! lt» ttgitlAtlom «nd 


! 


12 


14 


8 


6 


t« Cxtwnt ct conuoli icpM^^on t^e Sttta 


16 


8 


8 


10 


3 


OA «Aa tiM £tAU OA 
o^ATttlM And «b^*ctlv*t 


n 
7 


IZ 


1/1 


u 




HTjSEucvt of ftJirai. Iut>d£h9 td 

«n»r( j>ctiar*ft «4*lniitfatton «o«tfl 


6 


11 


11 


1^ 


5 
9 


134 TUU07 fvartal tuttOln^ to 

MpOTt PEOonn «d^nlitfitloA costs 


' 7 


8 


10 


11 


D« lbotl«d9» DC tht «Kunt of ftftur* r«4tral tundi 
to MfXNTt StM* piotfi'ift* *diinUtr«tlori 

0DM9 


6 


10 


14 


7 


8 


l4« CxUtln9 ^ut« poueiti to ii»u 

«11 veooTiii qrwth ^ 


4 


9 


IS- 


8 


11 


15« Mount of Sutfl funding yog ttoeiv* to 
•wort HttTM *dhini«^tmion «o«tfl 


3 


10 


IS 


8 


k 


If, Cutmt l*vtl~of Fadtrai tunrt* f6r ^ 
miciptlitU* CO Mat F#dtciJL«mriran- 
nntftl Mulrcnertts 


* 3 


1 


6 


16 


19 


1* lUMt Of lUff In 

St«£« l^tOQFMI 




1$ 


n 


5 


3- 


ii» UMtM of «qficri*nccd 
ftnonnftl 


11 


14. 


11- 




4 


Suuty t£ fill 

^ nnoml vaonelei 


14 


14 


11 


3 


3 


jo/oirrtnt training ptograwa vvallaMa 
for Stat«^ pmonfwl 


4 


6' 


8 


'13 


14 


2^, Split rtaponalbllity for CftvlronMnuT 
rroqrama wlthtn £ta£« qotwimant 


3 


2 


4 


'? 


i? 


3}« curmt l#i«rl ot public Airport f!0^ 
anvJiuMJital ptxwaf* 


i 


5- 


8 


17 


13 


23, QimAt i«vvl €^ CbbtmatoriaJ and ' ' 
Staita tagUUtlvt Muppoct toe tn^lnx^ 
■tntal titoqr«i« 


c 


9 


14 


10 


12 
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«rappa:ibirr'°"^ °^ ^^^^ ^^-^ '^^■^ ^^^^t that ■ 

are applicable to your program* ?o date, has 

- Y 



Yes (8) 
















ME 

NJ , 

DG 

XN 


LA 

CO . 

ND 

SD 














No {37) 
















- Nfl 
RI 
VT 
NY 
NV 


HD 
PA 
VA 
At 
AK 


PL 
KY 
fIS 
NC 
ID 


SC 
TN 
IL 
MI 
OR 


m 

Ofl 
WI 
AR 
WA 


m 

OK 

?x 

lA 

wy 


KS 
MO 

u? 

AZ 


CA 
fli 
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MB 
Rl 

VT 

MY 
MD 

PA 
VA 

AL 

FL 

KY 
MS 

»C 

SC 
TM 
XL 

MI 
M» 

OH 

WI 

AR 
MM 



OK 
TX 



lA 



ion 9. Please list below the provision for whiQh you 
still n^ea^a State law and the date by which 
you expect that law to be passed* 



a) PSD, 7/1/79; (b) Permit Pee, 7/1/79. 

a) Operating Permit, HD; (b) Permit Pees, HD; 

c) Stack testing list, »D* 

a) Psp offset, awaiting Attorney General opinion; 

b) Permit Pee, 9 months after EPA regulations* 
a) IfiH', 4/1/79; (b) Permit Fee, ND. 

a) I6H,^ 7/79; (b) Delayed Compliance Penalties, 7/79; 

!c) Permit Pees '7/79. 

a) Section 110(a)(2) (k) , 8/79. 

a) I&M, 1980; (b) Delayed Compliance Penalty, 1979; 

c) Quality of Board Members, 1979. 

a) Mon-Compliance, 1980; (b) Permit Pees, HD; (c) I&M, 

1980 if neeae<3. 
a) I&M, 1979 or 1980; (b) NESHAPS, 1980; (c) HSPS, 

1979 or 1980. 
a) I&M, 1982. 

a) Permit Pees, 7/79; (b) Hake-up of Board, 7/79; 
c) Mbn-Compliance Penalty 7/80. 

a) Non-^Compliance Penalty, 6/79; (b) Permit fees, 6/79 
c) Non-Attainment Permits, 6/79. 
a) I&M, 6/80. 
a) I&M, »D. 

a) Hew Source Review, 6/79; (b) I&M, Never; (6) Pos- 
sible PSD increment allocation, »D. 

a) 128 (state Boards), 1980; (b) Penalties, 1980. 

a) Vehicle Inspection, possibly 4/79; (b) Authority to 
issue orders, possibly 4/79; (c) Permit Fees* HD. 

a) I6H, HD; (b) PSD, 7/1/79; <c) Civil Penalties, 
7/1/79. 

a) l6H*7/79 or 80; (b) Permit Systems, 7/79; (c) Pen- 
alty structure, 7/79. 
a) Permit Fees, Never. 

a) PSD, Permit Fees, non-ferrous smelter orders, 3/79; 

b) Stack height provisions, 3/79; (c) Nori-Compliance, 
State Boar<3s, passage not requested. 

a) I6H, 6/79. 

a) TACS Composition I&M, KD; (b) Non-Compliance, Per- 
mit Fees, »D; (c) Alternative Site Source, radioac-^ 
tive pollution, »D. 

a) Equijiient standards, 6/79; (b) Operation Permits, 
6/79. 

a) PSD, 4/79; <b) Permit Pees, 4/79; (c) Civil Penal- 
ties, 4/79. 



Key: HD - No Date Given 
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MO (a) 

HB (a) 

UT (a) 

WY {a) 

■ (c) 

AZ (a) 

CA (a) 

HI (a) 

HV (a) 

AK (a) 

ID (a) 

OK (a) 

WA (a) 



CAA-77, 6/79; <b) IsM, ND. 
UH, 1979. 

UM,^3/79; (b) Permit, 3/79; (c) Board Members, 

i«nVfP^^?^ spring 1979; 

Non-Compliance Penalties, nd. ■ ' ^ 

?!r^?S,g^" session; (b) Section 128 

t«}, 1979 session. 

liM, 6/79. \ 
Permit Pees, 4/79. 

C, 6/?9; (b) Non-Compliance, 6/79; <c) Em- 
ployees Protection, 6/79. * ' 
Permit Pees, Not requested. 

I4M, ND; (b). State Board, ND; (c) Confidentiality, 

Non-Compliance Penalty, ND. 
ISM, ND; (b) Permi't ?ee3, 6/79. 
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;Que3tion I0» To what extents if any, vas or is each of the 

factors listed belov an obstacle to the passage 
■'^ of needed State laws? 



Key: 



1 Very Great Extent 

2 Substantial or Great Extent 

3 Hoderate Bsftent 

4 Some Extent 

5 Little or Ho extent 



Current Probability Current EPA State Philosbphical State Resources 

Amount Continued Regulations Differences With Intent Required to implement 
Federal Federal and Guidelines of Federal Legislation and Administer 
Fundin g the Program 



State Funding 



HE 
NH 
RI 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
DE 
HD 
PA 
VA 
AL 
fh 
KY 
MS 
HC 
SC 
TO 
XL 



5 
4 

5 
3 
5 
2 
4 
5 
5 
3 
4 
2 
5 
5 
4 
5 

5 



2 
4 
5 
2 
5 
2 
4 
4 
2 
1 
5 
2 
? 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
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Curren t Probability Current EPA State Philosophical State Resources 

Ainojjnt Continued Reqalat^ions Differences With intent Required to Implement 



State 

IK 
HI 

m 

OH 
WI . 
AR 
U 

m 

OK 
TX 

Ik 

KS 
HO 
HE 

;C0 

vHD 
SD 
OT 

A2^ 

CA 

HI 

HV 

AK 

ID 

OR 



Federal 
Funding 

1 
5 
4 
4 

3 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
3 
5 
3 
5 
5 
4 
3 
5 
3 
2 
4 
4 
2 
5 
5 
4 
S 



Federal " 
Funding 



and Guidelines of Federal I*ecrlslatlon and Adm 



1 
5 
1 
4 

3 
5 
5 
5 
1 
5 
4 
5 
3 
5 
5 
4 
3 
4 
1 
2 
5 
2 
1 
5 
5 

y 

5 



the P 



4. 
'5 
4 
4 
3 
5 
3 
2 
2 
3 
4 
5 

a 

5 
3 
5 
2 
1 
2 
2 
4 
3 
2 
5 
5 
3 
3 



nister 



pgr am 
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Question 11* In your opinion^ what has been the major bar-* 
riert if any, to passage of needed State laws? 



HE Failure to see need for air pollution control* 

Session frequency (biennial) « ^ 

RI General resistance to any environmental legislation* 

VfT Legislature does not want to earmark funds and require 
source to pay twice (taxes and fee). ^'.^ *' 

NJ Vested interest opposition* ^ V 

Political differences between Governor and Legislature 
> on liM* I ^ 1 

DB Uot applicable* 

HD Premature * legislation to be considered this session* 
PA Program funding* 

VA ^ost to taxpayers on program of questionable' long term 

benefits* - - - * 

AL Transition between administrations* 

FL Multitude of^^^^^nges required for adoption of Federal 
requirements msed on State lawst statutes and admini- 
strative codes--*all part of legislative required 
changes* 

KY Philosophical differences^ lack of supportive data* 

HS Uncertainties as. to needs* 

«C , Philosophical differences* 

SC Credibility ^ap* 

TN ^ BPA (Congress) forces game plan* 

IL ' No required legislation has yet been considered* Major 
barriers during current (Spring *79} session will be 
- the Proposition 13 reaction and general negative at- 
titude toward Federal environmental programs* 

IN No public support* High cost to consumer* Unclear 
benefit* ^ 

HI ^ew requirements haven't been considered by legislature 
yet* 

HN ' Hural legislators feel program unnecessary* 

OH Anticipate public opposition to Inspection/Maintenance* 

WI Inadequate time to educate on'vill, aspects of CAA and 

its State impacts* 
AR Concern by legislators as to appropriate administra- 
tion. 

LA State resources required to implement and administer 
' the pro9ram* 

NM Legislature^meets to consider non-budget matters only 

Pnce every two years* 
OK Lack of public support* 

TX State philosophical differences with intent and pot^ 
tial effectiveness of Federal legislation— liM, Nor 
compliance penalty* / < ' 



4G 
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" I.egi3lature ana the people of lowa. 

lea:^!M^;?„fI!.''"^'' -^^"^^ 

-en^h.,^ffifl*''"f! """^ ^'^^'^ environmental control 

^enthusiasm- eviaencea by Congress i„ 1977 CAA amenS- 

**K> Lack of manpower* 

'enMl'fe1?iUt"5:n!"^'^'^ ''^^^^^^^ 
CO .Creaibility. 
NO Lack of continuea funas. 
SD Feaeral inflexibility. 

m ?hai^^^S°?' sector. 

Anti-government attituaes on the part of electea offi- 
cials plus concern that *ny new regulations will hi^e 
aaverse economic or pubfic impacts! "^^^^^ 
prSrlS!^ "^equi^d to implement ana administer the 
The^law was passea between Legislative ses8ion-(oaa 

Sif^m^ aoes not neea nor intenas to set up an ex- 
pensive permit fee system. ^ 
General anti-environment attituae among state legisla- 
OR State versus Feaeral control. 

WA Lack of confiaence byGovernor, public ana the state 



CA 

HI 
KV 
AK 
ID 
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Question I2« 'will your State be tequitea tb implement an I&K 
■ptogtam to petioaically test all cats to aetet- 
mine exhaust pollution levels? * 



HO (11) 



HE 


KS 


HD 


HH 


AR 


SD 


VT 


LA 


WY 


lA 


HI 





Y^s (32) ^ 



RI 


KD 


KY 


IL 


OH 


TX 


CO 


HV 


NJ 


PA 


HC 


IH - 


WI 


KS 


UT 


ID 


HY 


VA 


sc 


KI 


HK 


MO 


AZ 


OR 


DE 


PL 




KH 


OK 


HE 


CA 


WA 



Unknown (2) 



AL AK 



Question 13* WiZi tfiat I&K pcogtam be tequirea for the en- 
tire State or just part o£ the State? 



Entire State 13) 
RI NJ HO 



part of State (29) 



HY 


VA 


SC 


^ «H 


OK 


CO 


HV 


IN 


DB 


PL 


TH 


OH 


TX- 


UT 


ID 


WA 


KD 


KY 


IL 


WI 


KS 


AZ 


OR 




PA 


HC 


KI 


HK 




CA 
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Question 14* Will your State have to enact legislation in 

lorder to implement the automobile ISM program? 
— ^V- ' 



Yes (23) 












RI 


PL 


T« 


m 


TX 


UT 




KY 


IL 


OH 


KS 


CA 


HD 


NC 


WI 


HO 


ID 


WA 


VA 


SC 


HI 


OK 


m 




no (9) 






t 






HJ 


HH 


OR 








DE 


CO 


IN 








PA 


fiZ 


, KV ' 









Question 15« In your opinion^ how likely is passage of this 
enabling legislation? 



Very Likely {!) 

Likely (4) 

KS CA 
Borderline 412) 







OK 


HD 


SC 


HO 


VA 


m 


VT 


Fh 


WI 


WA 



Unlikely ^41 



HI TX 
OH ID 

Very Unlikely (2) 

TH IL 
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QQ6Stion 16« SoM States may voluntarily implement dn IM 

prcjgram to periodically test all card to deter* 
mine exhaust pollution levels* At the pre^nt 
time does your State have or plan to implement 
this program on a voluntary basis? 



Ves (9) 










I» 


AK 




DE 


HO 


TO 




KV 


M 


W 




No (36) 








HE 


NY 


AL 


SC 


HH 


HD 


PL 


IL 


VT 


PA 


HS 


til 


NJ 


VA 


NC 


HH 


HI 


ID 


OR 


WA 



OH 




KS 


SD 


Wl 


OK 


»E 


UT 


AR 


TX 


CO 


WY 


LA 


lA 


HD 


CA 
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Question 17^ Wh(|ch ot the following best describes the cur* 

rent situation tot charging major sources a 

permit fee under Section 110 (c)(2)()c) of the 
Clean Air Act? 



Have Enabling Legislation (20) 



HE 


FL 


IL 


■ WI ND 


NJ 


KY 


IM 


LA A2 


DB 


SC 


HI 


OK ID 


VA 


TN 


OH- 


•CO OR 



Need Enabling Legislation and Likely to Obtain It (16) 



MY 


HC 


HO 


' CA 


HD 


NH 


HC 


HI 


PA 


TX 


UT 


KV 


HS 


KS 


VfY 


WA 



Need Enabling Legislation But Unlikely to Obtain IT (8) 

RI AR VT lA 

AL SD HN AK . 

Heed Enabling Legislation But Unsure of Passage (1) 

m 



Question 18^ When did or will you submit your revised SIP 
to EPA? 



ME 


3/79 . 


VA 


1/79 


IH 


2/79 


TX 


6/79 


WY 


1/79 


NH 


3/79 


AL 


3/79 


HI 


1/79 


lA 


5/79 


AZ 


12/78 


RI 


3/79 


?L 


12/78 


HN 


5/79 


KS 


6/79 


CA 


5-6/79 




3/79 


KY 


3/79 


OH 


5/79 


HO 


4/79 


HI 


6/79 


HJ 


1/79 


HS 


2/79 


WI 


4/79 


NE 


3/79 


HV 


1/79 


NY 


4/79 


NC 


3/79 


AR 


3/79 


CO 


1/79 


AK 


5/79 


DB 


3/79 


SC 


12/78 


LA 


3/79 


ND 


6/79 


ID 


4/79 


HD 


1/79 


TN 


3-6/79 


NH 


1/79 


SD 


12/78 


OR 


6/79 


PA 


5/79 


IL 


6/79 


OK 


3/79 


UT 


1/79 


WA 


4/79 
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Que^ion 19» To what extents if any^ has each of the folloi/'- 
^ in9 impeded your preparation and submission of 

a revised SIP? 



Keyi 



1 Very Great Extent 

2 Substantial or Great Extent 

3 Moderate Extent 

4 Some Extent 

5 I^ittle Or Ho Extent 



Current SPA Available 



Regulations Sta te 



State Opposition 
to intent of 



State Policy 

^_ _ri9 On Program 

State k Guidelines Resources Federal Legislation LetjisiatTon Growth 



State 
Enabling 



HE 


1 


1 


HH 


1 


3 


Rt 


1 


■ 4 


VT 


3 


2 




i 


2 


NY 


1 


2 


DE 


3 


3 


HD 


4 


3 


PA 


3 


2 


VA 


5 


4 


AL 


1 


2 


FL 


1 


2 


KY 


5 


1 


HS 


5 


5 


HC 


3 




SC 


1 


t 


TN 


2 




IL 


3 




IH 


2 




MI 


3 




HN 


4 




OH 


4 




HI 


2 




AR 


5 




LA 


1 




HM 


4 




OK 


2 




TX 


1 




lA 


1 




KS 


3 




HO 


2 




HE 


5 





4 


2 


3 


3 


4 


5 


4 


1 


5 


3 


5 


4 


5 


5 


5 


5 


4 


2 


3 


3 




5 


3 


3 


5 


5 


5 


5 


4 


2 


5 


5 


4 


5 


4 


5 


5 


5 


5 


4 


4 


2 


5 


5 


1 


2 


5 


5 


4 


4 


5 


5 


2 


t 


4 


3 


1 ^ 


1 


5 


5 


3 


1 


4 


3 
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Question 20* In your opinion* what has been the major bar- 
rier, if to preparatipn of your reprised 
SIP? 



HE Lack of'firm standards and concise guidance* 
m Qualified personnel to devote time and attention to 
requirements* 

RX Change in ozone 'standards, and economic factors assO" 

ciated with RACT requirements* 
VT Timing if the state had 6-9 months more, a more com* 

plete planwith greater public participation could have 

been developed* 
NJ Resources* short deadline* ^ 
NY ^ot enough time to fulfill public participation process 
D£ EPA moving targets ~ ozone standard, Stage II, etc* 

Evaluating public hearing conunents* 
MD ^ Manpower* — technical information regarding non-tradi- 
tional sources* 
FA Lack of staff resources and ti:ne* 
VA Lack of timely Sidelines from EPA* , . 

AL Fluctuating EPA guidance on the criteria to be uced in 

evaluating the SIP* , ^ 

PL EPA continued changes to basic crit^eria and educating 

HPOs on the air quality problems* / 
KY Lack of personnel to meet time restrictions* /, 
HS General feeling ail i:equirement5 not necessary to. pro* 

tect public health* Don*t have broad base of support* 
NC Available State resources (staff)* 

SC Lack of any real belief by Governor and SC air staff 
t that the revisions are necessary or. will result in im- 
provement* 

TN Lack of resources to do this and carry on day-to-day 

responsibilities* 
IL Required adoption of new State regulations and delays 

in issuing'^new and revised regulations by EPA* 
IN Resources (staff and money)4 

MX Lack of staff and time* La%e and changing guidance 

from EPA*' ' \ 
MM Lack of qualified personnel* 

OH Experienced personnel; untimely Federal guidance; and 

unreasonable deadlines* 
WI Inadequate experienced technical staff and unreasonable 

deadlines* 

AS Lack of necessary prepat:atfion>tiroe* 

LA Lack of corrects clear or specific guidance by EPA *" 
non-uniformity of guidance from EPA region to region ' 
confusion over announced changing 0 standard not pro- 
mulgated uKtil after SIP due* 



■I 

54 



m 

OK 
TX 
lA 

KS 

HO 
NB 
CO 
MD 

SD 
UT 
WY 
k2 

ck 

HI 

AK 

ID- 
OR 

WA 



Unrealistic deadlines 5 
taming feedback 



State/EPA difference of 
for an approvable plan* 

Local opposition to 



the 



of EPA specific guidance 
for timeframes provided* 



it by Congress* Problems in ob- 
from EpA Regional Office on proposed 
regulations^ etc* t on a timely basis* 
Public has not believed that this is a real problem in 
Oklahoma* 

Changing EPA requiremehbs, 
ppinton on requirements 
State legislation* Respurces* 
Act* 

Lack and lateness of provision 
on requirements^ lack of staff 
Adequate manpower* 

EPA contractual assistance not completed* 
Lack of resources* Lack of CPA support* 
Hanbours required to draft and finalize a revised SIP 
for Cost/Benefits of effort* 
None* . 

Short timeframe and lack of adequate staff* 
Available State resources* 
Resources and time constraints* 

Poor organization of air program (inadequate state/ 
local coordination)* - - * 
Confusi^on over what CAA Amendments meant. 
Time^ and resources* 

Lack of public concern and lack of auto emission 
control data to characterize CO problems* 
Available resources. 

Meed to jgather more data. Lateness^ of £PA guidance. 
Public participation process. 

Late an<S changing guidelines. Inadequate time. Too 
much detail in law* 
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Question 21*- Will your State be required to submit a non- 
attainment plan? 



Question 22* Do you feel your State will have adequate re- 
sources {financial and staff) to effectively 



manage that filan? 



Key: 



DY - Definitely ves 
py probably yes 
PN - probably No 
DH - Definitely No 
U - Uncertain 



yes {AAi 



HE 




DY 


VA 




U 


IN 




py 


TX 




py 


Aft 




P» 


NH 




U 


AL 




U 


MI 




U 


lA 




DN 


CA 




py 


RI 




U 


FL 




U 


m 




py 


KS 




py 


HI 




Dy 


VT 




py 


KY 




U 


OH 




DN 


MO 




DN 


KV 




PN 


NJ 




PN 


MS 




py 


WI 




u 


WE 




u 


AK 




PN 


Ny 




py 


NC 




u 


All 




py 


CO 




u 


ID 




py 


DE 




py 


SC 




py 


LA 




py 


SD 




Dy 


OR 




u 


MD 




u 


TN 




py 


NH 




py 


UT 




u 


WA 




py 


PA 




PN 


IL 




py 


OK 




PN 


WY 




py 









No ( 1) 
ND 
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Ouestion 23t fias.or will your State administer a Prevention j 
of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program? j 



Definitely Yes fl3) 



VT PL 


sc 


m 


OK 


KY jfY 




AR 


HE 


Probably Yes 


(25) 






M£ PA 


MS 


IL 


m 


M VA 


HC 


HI 


KS 


HD At 


TK 


WI 


HO 


KV OR 


ID 


WA 


WY 


CO SD 


HI 


CA 


A2 


Uncertain (7) 










D& 


OH 





Probably Ho jO) 
Definitely Ho (0) 



HD 



TX 



AK 



lA 



Question 24* Briefly explain why your State does not plan 
to administer a PSD program* 



Hot applicable due to responses to Question 23 « 
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0? 



/ 



yuestJ&n 25« Whioh of the following best describes the situa-* 
^ tlon in your State regarding the administration 
of a New Source Review Program under Section 110 
of th^ Clean Air Act?, , 



Currently Administering the Program {33) 



HE 


HD 


HS 


IN 


WI 


TX 


SD 


VT 


VA 


NC 


MI 


AR 


lA 




NJ 


AL 


SC 


HN 


LA 


N£ 


wy 


D£ 


KY = 


TN 


OH 


m 


CO 




CA 


KV ^ 


ID 


OR 


WA 


ND 





Not Currently Administering the Program But filan To (12) 



NH 


PA 


OK 


A2 


RI 


FL 


KS 


HI 


NY 


IL 


HO 


AK 



Not Currently Administering the program and Do Not Plan To (0) 



Question 26^^ Brief explain the major reason why your State 
does not plan to administer the program* 



Not applicable due to responses to Question 25* 
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Question 27» Which of the following b«3t describes the. situa- 
tion in your State regarding th^ admiftisterin^ 
of a NCSHAPS p'rograih under Section 112 of th6 
Clean Air Act? 



Currently Administering Program (26) 



MB 


VT 


/db 


VA 


NC 


m 


NJ 


/ MD 


AL 


SC 




NY 


1 PA 


KY 


TN 


WA 


OR 


CO * 


m 


CA 



IN tfl 
MI TX 
MN NB 



■ Hot Currently Adninisterinq Program Eut Plan To (11) 

PL IL , Aft MO UT HI 

MS OH LA 'SD AZ 

Not Currently Adminrstering Program and Do Not Plan T6 (8) ' 

NM WY 

OK NV 

lA AK 

KS ID 



Question 28>, Briefly explain the major reason vhy your State 
does not plan to administer the program* 



4 



NM We have no non-Federal sources subject to NBSHAPS within 

our area of jurisdiction* 
OK Federal guidance and standards not acceptable to State* 
lA No enabling legislation, 

KS Cannot provide resources needed to effectively adminis^ 
ter, 

wy No major NBSHAPS sources in th€(**State* 

NV Another resource intensive ^jrograii) with little benefit* 

EPA regulations Inadequate. 
AK Regulations are of questionable relevancy* no problem 

in State, 

Id Resources^ especially for asbestos inspections of demo- 
lition projects- 
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Question 29, Which of the following best describes the situa-^ 
,tion in your State regarding the administration 
of 4 non-"COmpliance penalty program under Section 
120 of the CAA? 



Currently Administering the program (6) . - . 

KY MN _ CO ND SO CA 

^ Hot Currently Admini'Sterlng Program But Plan To (21) - 

ME D£ AL .HC MI MO HI 

NJ MP , PL TN AR HE NV 

NY VA MS , " IN KS UT ID 



tn^^fl 

t 

- Not Currently Administering Program and Do Not'^Plan To {IS) 



Three States — ^h/ Ih, anjj^fl — stated they do not know 
whether they will adminisf^^ the program^ 



NH *RI . VT SC ^ Oli 

LA NM OK- TX * lA 

WV AZ -AK . OR WA 
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Question 30* Briefly explain .why 'your State will not a^^minid* 
ter the program*. 



NH Commission reconiinen<3ation« 
, Kl Unnecessary* Major -soi^rces in compliance* . 
VT Will relook at program in future. 
PA Do not yet know what we will do* ^ 

SO It is pointlesst since &pA will r€^iew and second-^guess 
every decision* Waste^ful* ^ ^ 

- OB Legal nightmare* Serves no useful puirpose* Manpower 
f intensive* 

WI A determination has not been completed^concerning State 
^ attitude On the assumption of t^ls program* 

LA ^ Lack legislative authority* Such penalties not needed 

to achieve compliance* 
NM Our State air pollution pr(^ram is based upon attempt* 

ing to obtain voluntary^compliance prior to' imposition 

of penalties* 

OK State laws not compatible with this ^ilosophy*' -Not 
beneficia^l to State* Too big of an administrative 
burden* 

TX TACB philosophy Is contradictory to concept* Question 

effectiveness* 
lA No enabling legislation* 

wy ' Politically unpopular* Better to work through .courts 
for penalties* 

AZ Against policy^ Administration would be expensive, 

complex and resource intensive* 
KV Additional Legislation is needed* * ^ , 
AK Hot relevant ~ woulc^ be a very sensitive program to 

implement and would take more resources than it would 

be worth* 

OK Little needT wait to see what is required and extent 
of EPA oversight* 
' m Don't agree vith concepts too much detail in law, too 
much £PA override* 



Question 31« Please provide the following information regarding 

the number of professional positions in your program 
dS of January 1, 1979^ (Bnter numbers in space 
provided^ If none^ enter 0)« 



Question 32* Xn total, how many authorized professional positions 

do you expect your program" to have by October 1, 19797 



Key; 



PA Positions Authorized 
PF Positions Filled 
^fR Ho Response 



Note: All numbers have been rounded. 



_!/ Includes all staff, i*e* not only professional- 











'Question 31 








Question 32 








Number 100% 


Number 


100% . 


Number 


Jointly 


Number Positions 


Total 


Number 


State 


Funding 


Federal 


Funding 


Funded 


Bxpected By 


. State 


Ih 


^z 


Pa 


PI 


PA 


PF 


PA 


PF 


October 1* 1979 


; MB 


18 


14 


9 


8 


9 


6 


0 


0 


26 


m 


25 


25 


1 


1 


4 


4 


20 


20 


27 


RI 


13 


13 


6 


6 


7 


7 


0 


0 


13 


VT 


1.9 


16 


0 


0 


2 


2 


17 


14 


23 


NJ 


108 


90 


0 


0 


0 


0 


108 


90 


108 


NY 


166 


146 


54 


50 


112 


96 


0 


0 


180 


oe 


13 


12 . 


7 


7 


6 


5 


0 


0 


13 


MD 


77 


71 


44 


41 


33 


30 


0 


0 


77 


PA 


221 


209 


0 


0 


0 


0 


221 


209 


221 


VA 


B5 


85 


0 


0 


0 


0 


' 85 


85 


85 


AL 


52 


46 


0 


0 


1 


1 


51 


45 


52 


. FLU/ 


88 


85 


81 


78 


7 


7 


0 


0 


60 



ERIC 



6.^ 



ft 



Question 31 



Kdmber 100% Humber 100% Humber Jointly 
.*rotal Humber state Funding Federal Funding Funded 



State 




£E 




PF 




100 


71 


0 


0 




43 


36 


0 


0 


HC 


82 


76 


21 


21 


SC 


69 


64 


40 


36 


■ TN 


61 


75 


0 


0 


IL 


140 


117 


0 


0 


IH 


111 


96 


0 


0 


HI 


52 


46 


0 


0 


mn" 


44 


43 


HH 


HH 


OH 


119 


91 


112 


66 


WI 


75 


60*65 


HH 


HH 


AH 


41 


26 


0 


0 


LA 


27 


26 


0 


0 


HH 


34 


31 


1 


1 


OK 


34 


3r 


9 


6 


/TX 


373 


362 


269 


262 


lA 


21 


M7 


0 


0 


KS 


26 


23 


— 2 


0 


HO 


17 


10 


0, 


0 


HB 


12 


11 


0 


0 


CO 


60 


54 


30 


27 


HO 


22 


' 19 


0 


0 


SO 


7 


7 


0 


0 


UT 


31 


29 


12 


^1 




11 


11 


0 


0 


AZ 


41 


35 


23 


22 


CA 


370 


345 


130 


3.25 


HI 


11 


11 


HH 


HH 


HV 


9 


6 


0 


0 





PF 


0 


0 


0 


0 


61 


55 


29 


26 


0 


0 


7 


7 


10 


7 


0 


0 


HH 


HH 


7 


5 


HR 


HR 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


15 


15^ 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


12 


U 


30 


27 


0' 


0 


2 


2 


19 


d6 


0 


0 


16 


13 


0 


0 


HR 


.SR 


2 


1 



PA 


P£ 


October 


100 


7 1 


100 


43 


36 


43 


0' 


0 


62 


0 


0 


73 


, 81 


75 


61 


133 


110 


140 


101 


9 1 


136 


52 


46 


52 


HH 


HH 


44 


0 


0 


115 


HH 


HH 


95 


4 1 


26 


41 


27 


26 


27 


33 


30 


33 


10 


10 


36 


63 


79 


373 


21 


17 


21 


26 


23 


26 


17 


10 


25 


0 


0 


12. 


0 


0 




22 


19 


24 


5 


5 


9 


0 


0 


35 


11 


11 


13 


0 


0* 


43 


240 


220 


360 


HR 


HH 


11 


7" 


7 


11 



Question 32 

Humber Positions 
Expected By 

1, 1979 



63 



Question 33* Have you had any difficulties filling authorized 
* positions on a tiiwely basis? * 



Yes (41) 














HC 


NY 


KY 


TN 


HN 


^ LA ^ 


lA 


NH 




HS 


IL 


OH 


m 


KS 


VT 


PA 


HC 


la 


WI 


OK 


MO 


W 


AL 


SC 


HI 


AR 


TX 


UE 


CA 


OT 


A2 


ID 


OR 


WA 


HI 


AK 


CO 


WY 


m 


SD 






(4) 














RI 


DC 


VA 











V, 



Question 34^ To what extents it ^ny, has each of the following 
been an obstacle to filling positions on a timely 
ba&is? 



Key; 



1 Very Great Extent 

2 Substantial or Great Ejf^ent 

3 Moderate Extent 
A Some extent 

5 Little or No Extent 



Ceilings 
On 

State Authorized 
State Sa lary Staff 





3 


3 


m 


I 


X 


VT 


1 


1 


KJ 


3 


5 


NY 


^ 2 


1 


HO 


1 


3 


PA 


2 


2 


AL 


3 


5 


KY 


1 




HS 


2 


5 


NC 


2 


5 


SC 


I 


4 


TN 


I 


3 


IL 


1 


5 


IN 


X 


5 



St atgt. 



State- 
Wide 
Personnel 



State 



Availability 
of 



Civil ^ Limited State 
Service Recruiting Residency Disciplines 
Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Needed 



5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
3 
Z 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
2 
5 



3 
X 
3 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
5 
5 
X 
5 
2 
X 



' 5 
\5 



5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
X 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 



4 

1 
1 
3 
4 
3 
5 
2 
2 
5 
2 
2 
1 
4 
1 



Perceived 
Temporary 
Nature - 
of 

Federally 
Supported 
Positions 

5 

4 

5 
5 
4 

5 i 

5 

5 

5 

4 

5 

5 

4 

3 ^ 



Ceilings 

State Authwize d 
State Salary staff 



KI 


. i 


5 


KH 


3 


4 


OH 


1 


5 




1 


2 


AS 


1 


5 


LA 




3 


HK 


I 


5 


OK 


« 2 


2 


TX 


3 


4 


th 


2 


1 


xs 


1 


4 


HQ 


1 


1 


H£ 


1 


3 


CO 


2 


4 


HD 


3 


1 


SD 


2 


2 


UT 


2 


4 


MY 


1 


5 


hZ 


1 


1 


CA 


1 


3 


HI 


3 


2 


NV 


2 


2 


AX 


5 


1 


ID 




5 


OS 


2 


2 


HA 


3 


4 



State" 
State- wide 
Hide Personnel 



State Availability 
Civil Limited State o f 

. Service Secruittng Sesidencv Disciplines 

Freeze Seductions Procedures Efforts Sequirement Heeded 



4 


5 


3 


3 


5 


2 


4 


5 


4 


3 


1 


1 


5 


5 


1 


5 


. 5 


3 


5 


5 


1 


4 


4 


3 


3 


5 


2 


4 


5 


3 


4 


5 


1 


3 


5 


2 


4 


5 


3 


2 


4 


2 


5 


5 


5 


5 


5 


3 


4 


5 


3 


5 


5 


1 


2 


5 


1 


5 


5 


5 


4 


5 


5 


2 


1 


1 


4 


4 


2 


5 




3 


2 


5 


2 


4 


5 


3 



Perceive 
Tenporar ^ 
Haturg 

of 

Federair 
Supp orte 



spo 
P ositions 

4 
4 

4 ^ 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
4 
1 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 
1 
5 
1 
1 
4 
5 
4 
5 
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Question 3S« In your opinion^ what has been the major barrier 
to filling positions? 



ME (a) Governor had to approve each refill of position* 
* He took his time* 

m (a) Salary scales established; (b) Positions structure 
in State government; (c) Priority established for 
new positions* ^ ' * 

VT (a) It is not the number of vacancies as it is we can^ 
not find'middle managers with soiae experience* 

113 (a) Civi4 Service* 

tiY (ai State Salary Structure* 

DG (a) Availability of needed disciplines* 

HD (a) State Salaries? (b> Shortag^e of trained personnels 

- i*e* engineers^ meteorologists with diffusion modell- 
ing backgrounds* 

PA (a) Salary Structure? (b) Lack of qualified candidates* 

AL (a) State Civil Service Procedures* 

(a) Salaries; (b) Lack of qualified applicants* 
fiS (a) Lack of trained personnel* ^ 

HC (a) Available applicants lacking the niinimuni experience 

and educational requirements* j 
SC (a) Salary' Structure; (b) State personnel procedures;. 

(c) Competition with water programs. 
W (a) Inadequate Salaries* 

IL (a) Cumbersome State procedures; -(b) XnadequaXe salary 
structure* 

IN (a) Salary structures (b) Availability} (c) Hiring pro- 
cedures* 

Ml (a) Di.fficulty in finding experienced people to work . 

for low State salary* 
MN -(a) Lack of qualified personnel on civil service lists; 

(b) Extremely slow State Civil Service procedures* » 
OH (a) State Salary Structure* 

WI (a) Availability; (b) Salary: (c) Procedures* 

AR (a) Lack of qualified applicants; (b) Lack of adequate 

salary structure* 
LA (a) Low salary. 

WM (a) Length of time required under State personnel pro- 
cedures to establish positions^ request lists of 
eligibles* and hire personnel: (b) Inability to 
attract qualified engineers at State salaries for 
engineering job classes* ' 

OK (a) State funding limitation* 

tx (a) State salary structure and competition with indus- 
try: (b) Highly technical requirements* 
lA (a) Salary; (b) Temporary Federal funding of positions* 



'3-38 




AK 



ID 



OR 



(a) 



(a) 



KS 



NE 
CO 
ND 



SD 
UT 
WV 

A2 



CA (a> 



HI 
KV 



(a) Poor salary structure tied into Civil Service re^ 
qulrements have made it impossible to employ and 
retain needed engineering staff* 
(a) Salary; (b) Personnel requirements* ' 
(a) Salary; (b) Lack of availabTe trained people* 
(-a) Civil Service procedures; (b) Salary limitations* 

Available funds PSD Administration and imple- ' 
mentation has be^n'^and continues to be a severe 
drain upont program funds* 

State salary structure; (b) Location of state capitol* 
(a) Lack of timely awarding of Federal funds* 
(a) Availability of applicants with applicable experi" 

ence who would accept State salary level* 
(a) The salary structure versus responsibility and 
stress ratio as pompared with private industry* 
Technical people are currently enjoying a sellers 
markets 

(Short-term) hiring freeze; (b) State Civil Ser- 
vice system; (c) State salary structure* 
(a) Salary structure* 

(a) Salary structure; (b) Temporary nature of Federally 
supported positions in a high employment State* 
State reluctance to create new positions; (b) Re- 
moteness ot Alaska to potential candidates* 
State salaries for engineers and senior technical 
positions* 

(a) State salary structure and fringe benefits; (b) 
Availlability of qualified people; (c) state Civil 
Service procedures and policies* 

(a)^Dif f icult to find qualified candidates; (b) Regis^ 
ters not kept up to date* 



(a) 
(a) 
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Qaestion 36» For the two year period ending December 31# 1978* 
please enter belovt a* the approximate number 
of professional staff that have left your pro- 
c,rain voluntarily to take employment elsewhere^ 
and b« the approximate number of those who left 

who had three or niore years of experience* 



Question 37» If you have had professional staff leave during 
the past two years^ what are the major reasons 
most often cited for leaving? 



NR - No Response 



Question 36 



Question 37 





Number 


With 






Who 


3 Years 




State 


Left 


Experience 




MB 


5 


4 


(a) 


MH 


3 




(a) 


Rl 


2 


I 


(a) 


VT 


5 


5 


(a) 


NJ 


16 


12 


fa) 


NY 


2 


1 


(a) 


DE 


2 


0 


(a) 


MD 


8 


8 


(a) 


PA 


12 


8 


(a) 


VPl 


13 




(a) 


AL 




3 


(a) 


FL 


16 


13 


fa) 








(b) 




21 


13 


(a) 



Reasons Cited for Leaving 

Pay? fb) Reorganization forced 
them to move* 

Salary; fb) Professional growth* 
Higher pay; fb) Relocation to 
another area* 

Went to energy program as it 
was new area; (b) Partly ''burnt 
out" from enforcement aspects 
of program* 

Opportunity for advancement* 
aetter salaryj (b) Promotional 
opportunities* 
j^etter salaries & benefits* 
Salary; fb) Constraints or pro- 
motional opoportuni ties; (c) 
Feeling that EPA will provide 
more activity* 
Ad van cement* 

Higher pay? (b) Return to school* 
Greater financial rewards? (b) 
Potential for a<1vanceinent« 
Hore responsibility and money 
Training; (c) Long hours ot dif- 
ficult writing and presentations* 
Salaries; (b) Lack of opportuni- 
ties for advancement within the 
organization; (c) Disillusionment 
with government* 
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Question 3^ 



State 
MS 

sc 

IL 



IN 
«I 

m 



^timber with 
^f^lX Experience 



7 

a 

13 
30 
52 



37 

10 
4 



3 
21 

10 
15 
31 



(a) 
(a) 
ta) 



OH 


3X 


27 


(a) 


WI 




HR 


(a) 


AR 
LA 


10 
5 


3 
5 


faj 
taS 


m 


6 


6 


(a) 


OK 


5 


3 


ta? 


TX 


56 


38 


ta) 


XA 

KS 
MO 
HE 
CO 


6 
3 

10 
2 

X2 


4 

7 

-L 

2 


ta) 
ta) 
ta) 
(3) 


ND 
SD 
UT 


2 
0 
6 


1^ 
0 
1 


t.'i) i 



Otiestion 37 

Reasons cited for Leavinr^ 
ta) More iaoney> 

(a) Higher ^aXaries paid bv private 
sector^ ■ ^ V 

More pay; (b) Disenchantnient. 
Money > 

Salary; (b) Frustration with bu- 
reaucracy especially in Federal/ 
State system, 
ta) Non-conipetitive salary and/or 
Eringe benefits; (b) Dissatis- 

f^nr^nJ!^*' career; (c) Advance- 
ment opportunity^ 
ta) Various reasons-no one thing 
often cited. ^ 
ta) Better salary; tb) Move to area 
nearer to £anily; (c) Return to 
college £or graduate work. 
Better paying positions; (b) 
Lack of advancement opportuni- 
ties. 

Salary; fb) Professional ad- 
vanc«!ient> 

ilmt ^"^'^ ^^^^^^ s^i^^y^ 

Salary; ( b^ Alien residency 
problems, ^ 
Salaries; {&) Lack of upward 
.TKjbiiity * 

?i:or:otion5l opportunity^ fb)' 
Better salary* 

Professional development'; fb) 
Mvancement opportunity; fe) 
Highes: salaries. ^ * ' 

^eek oC:,*^er empXoyment, 
SaXary , 
S£siary> 

Better salary; (b) Relocation.' 
Better salary; (b) Better oppor- 
tiinity; (c) Frustration with 
fnanao^ment, 

^.-Aaryt (b) Fringe benefits. 
^) 5efc;ter S^I^tfi^s. 
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Question 36 




Question 37 




Number 


With 








Who 








St Ate 


L^t 






Reasons Cit€(3 for Leaving'-' 


WY 


0 


0 






A2 


5 


3 


(A) 


Salarv structure. 


Ck 


36 


* 12 




Hitiher Dav« 


HI 


2 


« 


(a) 


Promotiori to higher payiftg posi- 










tior\« 


m 


2 


1 


(a) 


Salary; (b) Advancemerit* 


AK 


1 


1 


(a) 


Itot applicable* 


ID 


6 


5 


(a) 


Salary « 


OR 


5 


5 


(4» 


Salary} (b) Frequerit reorgariiza- 










tioris; (c) Diaer\chantmer\t with 










Goverftmeftt work* 


m 


3 


1 


(a) 


Salary; (b) Better job* 



/ 
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Question 3d. 



How much positive or^negative inipact has the 
Clean Air Act requirement that each State must 
tece^ve at least one half percent of the total 
Section 105 annual' grants to all States had on 
your program? 



Significant Positive impact (8) 



NO 



HI 



AK 
ID 



Positive Impact {6} 



1 RI 


PL 


SO 












1 


TH 


NV 












iiittle 


or No 


Impact (30) 














AL 


SC 


MN 


tA 


lA 


CO 


OR 


MD 


KY 


IL 


OH 


m 


KS 


UT 


WA 


PA 


HS 


IN 


WI 


OK 


«0 


AZ 




VA 


NC 


MI 


AR 


TX 


HB 


CA 





Negative Impact ID 
NY 

Significant Negative impact (0) 
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Qu«3tiori 39. In your opinion, who everts the mogt influence 
On your assignment o£ the priorities to meet 
the requirements of the Clean Air Act? ^ 



State Government OtticiAls (14) 

RI NC OK SD AK 

NJ TN TX WY ID 

. KY ^ WI . CO Ch 

LocAl Govcfrnment Officials (0) 

Public Intereg^t Groups jO) 



EPA (28) 



HB 


DE 


AL 


'IN 


AR 


KS 


AZ 


m 


»D 


FL 


m 


LA 


WO 


HI 




PA 


HS 


m 


KH 


NE 


OR 


MY 


VA 


SC 


OH 


lA 


ND 


WA 



O^er - Please Specify L3> 
IL The CAA* 

UT Vttt Air Conservation Committee* 
NV Jhe grant Agreement* 



^4 
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Question 40* Based on current work priorities o£ the' CAAy 

do you Ceel the following program elements are 
over emphasized^ under .emphasized or emphasized 
just right? 



Keyt 

VMO * Very much overemphasized 

0 - Over emphasized 
EJR 7 Emphasized just right 

U - Under emphasized 
VHU - Very much underemphasized 



State 




n V n i w cr ni n ^ 


Crn I vx^ce me n V 


ME 


0 


ri 

V 


P. TP 




.£JR 


EJR 


V nv 


RI 


Q 


EJR 


O 


VT 


or 


EJR 


o 


IfJ 


' VMO 


EJR 


ti 

V 




EJR 


EJR 


V riv 


DE 


— - Varies 






HO 


0 


0 


VHO 




EJR 


EJR 


ri 

V 


VA 


0 


EJR 


EJR 


At 


0 


EJR 


EJR 


FL 


VHO 


0 


EJR 




V 


0 


U 


HS 


0 


EJR 


0 


»C 


EJR 


V 


U 


SC 


EJR 


0 


EJR 


TN 


0 


EJR 


EJR 


XL 


EJR 


EJR 


EJR 


I» 


EJR 


U 


U 


HI 


0 


EJR 


EJR 


m 


EJR 


EJR 


EJR 


OH 


VHO 


U 


VMO 


m 


vm 


u 


V 


AR 


EJR 


EJR 


VMO 


LA 


VHO 


EJR 


EJR 


m 


0 


EJR 


^ EJR 


OK 


VHO 


EJR 


VHO 


TX 


EJR 


EJR 


U 


lA 


EJR 


VHO 


EJR 


KS 


0 


jijR 


VHU 


HO 


0 


0 


EJR 


»E 


0 


EJR 


0 


CO 


EJR 
EJR 


0 


0 




EJR 


EJR 



state 


PXanning 


Honitoring 


Enforcem 


SD 


Ho Response 






0 


EJR 


EJR^ 


wy 


0 


EJR 


EJR 


AZ 


0 


EJR - 


VMO 


CA 


EJR 


EJR 


U 


ai 


U 


EJR 


0 


HV 


EJR^ 


VMO 


EJR 


AK 




0 


0 


ID 


VMO 


0 


EJR 


OR 


EJR 


U 


0 


WA - 


0 


.EJR . 


VMO 



Question 4X. 



Overall how would you characterize your relation- 
ship with EPA regional staff? 



. Number of States Res^nding 



Very Good 
Good 

Neither Good Hor Bad 
Poor 

Very Poor 



7 
24 
9 
5 
0 



Question 42* 



To what extentr if at allr do you feel the EPA 
headquarters staff understands the problems you 
face as a State, program director in administer- 
ing your program? 



Number of States Responding 



Very Large Extent 
Substantial Extent 
Moderate Extent 
Some Extent 
Little or Ho Extent 



0 
2 
4 
17 
22 



7G 
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Qaestlon 43* Overalls how aoes* the current level o£ BPA head- 
* quarters staff understanding of* your problems 
impact on the effectlvenes of your program?' 



number of States Responding 



Significant Positive Impact ^ 0 

Positive Impact 5 

Little or No Impact 6 

Negative Impact 24 

Significant Negative Impact 10 



L : 

Question 44* To what extent, If any^ has TSPA monitoring of your 
performance under CM assidjted you^ in Improving 
program performance? 



Number of States Respondin<3 



Very Large Extent 0 

Substantial Extent 1 

Moderate Extent 4 

Some Extent 16 

Little br No Extent 22 



Question 45* To what extent if any^ do your feel your view- 
/ point as a State program director is given ade** 

/ ^uate consideration in the following EPA pro- 

cesses? 



Regulation Making Policy Making 
Process k'roces^ 



Very Great Extent 0 0 

Substantial or Great EJttent 1 1 

Moderate Extent 7 5 

Some Extent . 17 11 

Little or No Extent 20 28 



3-47 

77 



Question 46* Please ^enter the names of the organizations 
that you feel best represent your views tot 
a^ the 0»S» Congress; ^(^nd b» the EPA* 



Number of States Responding 
U*S* Con9ress EPA 

State and Territorial Air 



Pollution Program 



Administrators (STAPPA) 


23 


2« 


None 


11 


10 


National Gover/)or*s Association (NGA) 


6 


4 


Governor's Office 


3 


0 


Other (Organizations named only oncer 


8 


10 



Note: Responses not additive because 
of multiple State responses* 



Organization 



Question 47* Please*enter below the 'name of the organiza- 

^tion(s) you are most likely to^contact when you 
need information or assistance to carry out your 
program responsibilities* 



Organization Number of States 

EPA Regions - 18 

EPA 12 

Other States 8 

State Organizations 8 

Local Agencies and Governments 3 

State Le<;islature and their staffs 2 

Numerous trade and technical organizations 2 

None 3 

Public .Interest Groups ' 2 

Other (Organizations named only once) 4 



Notet Responses not additive because 
of multiple State responses* 
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SBCTIOtJ 4 ^ 

DIRBCfORS OF STATB TMPLEMEtJTATIOtJ 
OF TH£ CLEAM WATER ACT 
QUSSTIOtlNAIRE RESPOMSES 

TABLE OF COtJTBtJTS 



States 'Responding 
Questionnaire 
Question . 6 



8 
9 

10 
11 



& 13 



Question 
Question 
Question 
Question 
Questions 12 
Question 14 
Question 
Question 
Questions 17 
Questions 19 
Question 
Question 
Questions 
Quesltons 25 & 26 
Questions 27 & 28 



15 
16 



18 
19a 



20 
21 

22, 23, 24 



Page 

4-2 

4-3 

4-8 

4-9 

4-10 

4-11 

4-13 

4-15 

4-17 

4-18 

4-20 

4-22 

4-25 

4-27 

4-28 

4-29 

4-30 

4-31 
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RSSPONSES TO THE SURVSV 
OF STATS IHPLSMEWTATION OF 
THS CLEAM WATSK ACT 



STATES KSSPONDING (45) 



Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

California 

Colorado 

Delaware 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 



AL 
AK 

hz 

CA 
CO 
DE 
PL 
HI 
ID 
XL 
IN 
lA 
KS 
KV 
LA 
ME 
MD 
MI 
MN 
MS 
MO 
MT 
NE 



Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New Vork 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Khode Island 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Verihont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 



KV 
NH 



^NJ 



HC 
ND 
OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 

sc 

TN 
TX 

ai 

VT 
VA 
WA 
tfV 
WI 
WY 
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U,S« C£N£fU£ ACCdmittC OFFICE 
SVKVtT or STATS IKriCHEKTATlON 
or THE CLEAN VAIER ACT 



General Instructions 

the UtS, Genenl Acoountln^ Office Is 
stm^in^ the prcblm faced by the States in 
inplcFtentinq and Ministering F^rai 
envltomntal p co gc j ro, Ibfr putpo^ of this 
9>etttonnaire Is to ctAain Wonntttloc^ on v^r 
trogrM(s) and totletemine the si^ificanoe <xt 
the problems State envitortMnt^l peoapcart 
nan>9er« faoe« Ife ar« Mndin? 3i»ilar 
qucAtionniirfts to the directors of the air 
pollution oorttiolt drlAcing vater, pesticides^ 
K)\id ^«ste and mttv polltition control 
in ait 50 States as well as to the administrator 
of each State's erwiromentai aoency« 

Hiile' the questions that foliow are fxise^ 
largely on our iliscussions vith prDgram officials 
in seven States^ ^^ have atttioptet^ to p!i:ovide a 
focnat that vill be teadlly adaptable to ali 
States, If you feel that the focnat of any 
question does not fit your situation^ piease add 
the necessary explanatory notes- Ho^<>over# feei 
ftee to rukke any additional torments on your pro- 
grai^f this questionnaire or related tcpics. 

If vou ha^^ any qpe^ttiond, please call 
Donaid Hunter at^ (6i7) 223-653«« 

After ooRpleting the quest ionnairef please 
return it in the self^adlressed postage peiid 
envelope by January 19# 1979. 

»glgi Throughout this qoestionnaite^ EPA refers 
to the Fflderaj. Ehvitotnentai Protection 
Agency* 

^s^isrk you for your cooperation. 






5, 




lti«7 tKbK - 



'..v. , V ' .T^ 



4-3 



6. Tb What eucnt. it « IS oa* of the focu>nt listed belo^ obsucic to mar^ityj your proqrAf* 
to nc«t the obi^tiv^s of CVIA? (Chocik on« hox pt-r Hn«> 




1« tif^llfA^^ ifrCUHvl 

bi^ Federal legislation 




aw 








l^cferal le^istatfon 












legislation 












4« TlTtt it tA>ces to UsuG CPA t^goUtions 
and ^idetinfffi 




* - .1 








S« Anount ot [lexibility in cumnt 


— 










6« Clarity of current EPA rpgulaticns ark) 












7.. Time it takes EPA to respond to te^nical 
<ju«stions dndf interpret its ru^t/lations and 
sidelines 












8.^ (Jwlity of EPA response to tecftnicai questions 
guidelines 




1 

1 








EPA 










-4 V4 Fill ^Vtf^iTi^^'iflm^^ VM 44 V4^'*lv^^ v^^pVVVVn 

^ and the State on progran 

^iorlties and oojc^ctives ^ 










lU AitDunt of Ped&c^l fundin<t to ... 
suE9^rt_Eto^4rn at^lnistratlon costs * 










12. Timing oi Federal funding xo" 

suCDOft omirABi ddni ni s -rat ion coRtfi 










IT. Knotfle(S9e of the the arcxmt of future retieral furets 
to support state praqrara ackninistration 

0O5tS 










14. existing state poticKis toTunit 
all program jgnvth 










iSk Amount ol state fundinq you receive to ^ 
sumrt ptoqr^ a<tninistration costs 










16. Curient level of Federal funds for 
municipalities to cnect Federal environ- 
mental requinewnts 


I 
I 






i7. KupDer of .staff in 
State prog ran 


h- 




I 


16k Losses of e)(perienced 
personnel 








19. Ability to till 
personnel vacancies 




i 




1 


20k Current trainlrig prograucts avaiTa^le 
for State persot^nel 








1 


21. spUt respcnsIbU ity for <mvironmefltal 
prograit!^ within State govermcnt 






\ * 


22. Current level ot public support tor 
envirorvnental pinograms 






2i. Current level of Gubernatorial and ^ 
£[tate Lc9i£lative support for environ* 
w&ntal proqrams 




1 1 . 
1 1 
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e, Oonsid&r all pcovisiora of the Cltan Water 
Act that *re applicable to ycur proqpam. 
dftte^ has your State enact^ necessary en- 
atilin^ leq' flotion to irpieront aU of thoee 
CM provisions? {Check ooe> 

1- £37 iro ouesTicN 10) 

2< £17 NO 

9* Mease list below the provision for which 
Yoa still a State law artd the <^te by 
vhich yotJ expect chat law to bt; passed. 



Provision legislation 
neetled 



tote pass^iqe 
expected 



12. Ple5>se provide the follov/if^ infotiwtion re- 
garding} Che nunber of professionai posxtions 
1(1 yoor Clft program t>s of January If 197^* 
(£nter tni^hers in space provided} if none, 
enter 0> 



Poi3ttlOf>S 

Authoriied 



P&sitions 
Pilled 



Ttital nuPiber 

^'arTi3er 100% 

State funding 

NvJrtser 100% 

fiefteral funding 

Wun*5er jointly 

funded 

IJ. In total hou r»any authorised Pix>fessiortal 
'positions do you expect your program to hav^ 
by October 1, 1979? (Eftter total nur*er of 
positions) 



14. 



_riurrtoer positions 



^rav^e you hod an^ difficulties fiilinq 
authorized positions on a timely basis? 
(Check one) 



ID. TO what extenti if an/f was or is each of 
the factors listed belcw an ocstaclc to the 
(Xiss^ge of enabling leqisiation 
in jouri^e^te? (Check one bo5( for each) 















1- Current ffwnt of Fetferai 
funding 












2r Probabijiitv of continued 
Federal' funding support 












3« Current KPA regulatior^i 
and <lul<}eHnes 












4^ StAtc phil06Cptacal 
differences with intent 
of Federal legislation 


i- — 




i 




5. State resource's required 
to inplemcnt af»d ad- 
EiLinister the program 


1 

1 


1 





11* In your opinion what fuis bf?en the !]SJ2£ 
barrier/ if anyf to pafisaqe of State en- 
^hn9 legislation? (Please explain) 



Yes 



2. / 7 (GO TO WFSTJCN i?> 

15* "To what extent, if any* has each of the 
follow:nq been an obstacle to filling 
positiofis on a tirwly basir? (Check one 
box per line) 



r 
A 


r 


V* \/H s/w 

1^ ^ 


K State salary 
structure 












2*. Ceilings on 
authorized staff 
levels 












3' Statewide freeze 
on all birinfcis 












4. StatewTfJe personnel 
reductJorts 












State Civil 
Servjce Procedures 












6^ Limited recruiting 
efforts 












State residency " 
requirenient 




; 

■ 




J 




3t Availability Of 
disciplines frfKxJcd 


1 ■ 






9. Perceives? ten^'^irv 
fwtiire of Pef^erally 


— s — 

r 
1 



suj^rte<1 ro^it^<Tis ; ^ L 
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16, In your cpioioo* wtiat has ijcon the trajor 
barrier to fillinq positicns? 



I9a* If uncertain or you <to not pl^*n to toHe ad- 
vantage of the State Wa.vjqefaent Asstst^uic^ 
Grant, ^? (Pleaee expiairt onH 00 TO 
OJESnw 22) 



17* Por the v^r percod eiyliivg necemtxjr 31# 
197S* please enter below; d* th^ approjtinate 
nupfcer of professiofwl st<iff that have ieft 
your pioqram volontarly to take eqpip^nt 
elsewhere; and, b* the af^proxmate nuiN>r of 
tho©^* who left Who tiad throe or rore y«ars 
of €x,'*riej»e» (Enter murftors in spaces 
provio^, if none, enter 0) 



tJiiriher \^ left 

Number who left wlUi three or 
r»:>re years experience 



IS, If you have had professional staff leave 
daring the past i>fo years* what are the 
ma]or r^asoi>s rest often cited tor leaving? 



20* In your cpinion* will t)>e cc?4>ln<rf Sfederal 
funds available firm Sections 106 and 205(9) 
of the d-ft lie sufficient to support th^ 
' water pollution control PcoqraPB you will he 
responsible for? {Check oneJ 

1. Definitely ye?) 

2. lZ7 Mb^ly yes (i^y TO QUESTlCti 22) 
J. /~I7 L'ificertain ^ ' 

4, Prohably no 

5, / ~ /' Cefinit^fly w> 

2L If the funding Je-ieJ is not sufficient or 
you unsure, what prociran(s) will be 
underfunded? 



EFA'STATE REtATjOWSHlPS 



22* 



19, The Clean Water Act of 1977 declates that it 
is the policy of the Congress that the 
States manage the construct icn gRjjt ptogran 
and litpieinent the tJPDES and dtedge and fill 
permit piograrts* Will your State ta)ce ad- 
vantage of the State Hanagerient Assistance 
Grant (Section 205(9^ Clean Water Act) to 
assume rrore responsi^t Itty f*r those pro- 
grapis? (Check one bt» per line) 



///// A 


1. construction grant 
pro^ran* 












2* NFDCS permit 
proqv'am 












J* EJreiJge and fill 
program 













Overall, hoi* would you characteriie your re-* 
lationship with EPA regional staff? (Check 





one} 




1* 




Very good 


2* 


lU 


Gocd 


3* 




Neither good rvor bad 


4* 


lU 


P3or 


5. 




Very poor 
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23* Tb what Qxtentf if At all* you f«i th^ 
CPA htaAuartera ' staff ujidetstanda th« 
problttfta yew face «a a StAte progr^- 
director in acbinis taring your progr^ 
{Check Cf^) 



1. 




Very Urge extent 




CJ 


SubetAntial extent 


3, 


CJ 


Moderate extent' 


4* 


CJ 


Seme extent 




CJ 


Little or no extent 



24. 

1. 
2, 
3, 
4. 

5. 



1. 
2. 
3. 



Owrftllf hc*^ does the current level ^ m 
headquarteVs' sta£f un^ratandltKj of your 
(TOblena iiflpact oft the effectiver^ss of your 
piograa? (Check <3oe) 

^ J Significant positive iirpact 

/ ' 7 Positive i]tf>act 

^ y Little or no inpact 

(_ J negative inpact 

(_ J Significant negative lupact 

Tt> what extent* if any* has Q'A mooitoriiyj 
of your perfomaDoe under OA assisted you 
in ijtproving program perfoirooce? (Check 
one) 

(_ J very large extent 

/~J7 &jbstantial extent 

/ / Moderate extent 

/~J7 Sane extent 

/ 7 Little or no extent 

lb M^t extent* if any* do you feel your 
viewpoint as a State program director is 
given adequate consideration in the fol- 
lowing Q'A processes? (Check one box per 
line) 




1« Regulation making 
process 






1 




2« R&licy making 
process 











2T. Please enter the names jsf the ocqanxiatims 
that you feel best represent yoor views to: 
a< the U.S^ Oonqress; ard* b< the EPA. 



Congress 

EPA 



28^ 



K;«ne the organization^) you arv most likely* 
to contact when yoit need information or 
assistance to canry out your progratu re- 
sponslbiilties: 



OIHER 
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RESK)MSES TO QUESTIOHNAIRES 



Question 6, To what extent/ if at allr is each of the factors 
listed below an obstacle W managing your program 
to meet the objectives of CWA? (Check one box per 
line) 



Total Responses: 45 




Peidlineft Inflated 




21 


0 


7 


1 


3' AvtdlAbiii&y CC tt^tmolOT/ to spppott 


3 


16 


14 


7 


5 


^4 Obtiirdng eni^ing 






9 


9 


19 


4« TijM it tikes to iswe^cPA legiulition* 








1 


_z 


M30unt. oc U^JtltnliCy in cumnt [7A 


5 


22 


6 


2 


0 


^4 ClAtlty oc current EPA tc^uiatloro And 


12 


12 


16 


2 


3 


7« Ttfie it t«kcs £jPA to t«^ond to tcchnicil 1 


2 


15 


14 


4 


0 


1, Quality o£ re$sortt* to t^dmical i)u«st±or\s 
ttid inteipccuttte of its tv^ulitioca ana 
9U felines 


5 


10 


17' 


9 


4 


^« Ext^.-^t. of conttols IrpcMd cn the State b/ 

EPA f 


16 


19 




3 


0 


at^TFnilMOpf^icii dif lienors t>«tween 
OA and the 5tAtt on ptogrA 
frtottttes and ct^lectlves* 


13 


b 


14 


9 


1 


lU Arount. oC Festal fundi'^ to 

•upmt ptograr ad^tntstrattof) oests 


in 


n 


U 


7 


? 


a2« TiAing oC f^edetal fonding to 

<upm-t_^oaram a±idnlsttatton costs 


15 


13 


9 


6 


2 


13« Knowledge of the the atxw^t of future Fedenl funcht 
to ai^ix>rt State pnagrm adainiat^atlot) 
ccata 


14 


21 


7 


3 


b 


Jt4« CxUtlng State polictca to limit 
all Mooram mivtA 


6 


10 


12 


6 


11 


157 Anount ot State fundlnf^ you teceive to 
m^ptjoct Pmrsn aaninlsttatiof) oesta 


8 


12 


10_ 


AO 




X4«^Ojmnt level of reOcral tui^s for 
auttctpalitief to >eet Federal ^tr/iwi- 
wental reooirerents 


8 


12 


4 


11 


1C 


17« Mupiaer of stAff in 
_ StAte progcan 


9 


14 


9 


10 


3 


iouet of cvpetienoed 
cervcrtftet 


8 


16 


10 


8 


3 


i9« Ability to fill 

personnel VKanctes ■ 


9 


IS 


12 


. 5 


A 


20« Current training progrw^- availabi« 
for State pereonml 


6 


7 


13 


13 


f 


2I« ^lit te^pmtbility for «nviroinental 
pmr«» t#tthtn State ooverrrMt 




1 


4 


17 




23, Garrent level of pu^c support for 
envlvonwntAl mnrats 


> 






1? 


,16 


Qirtvnt level of Gubernatorial tnd 
State LegUJatiM «uiF>rt foe envtrtn- 
aental prcgraiw 


8 


8 


6 


9 


14 
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Question 8. Consider all provisions of the Clean Water Act 
tUat are applicable to your pro9ram» To date, 
has your State enactex? necessary enabling legiS'- 
latlon to implement all of those CWA provisions? 



Tfes 1 26) 



HI 


OB 


KY 


T« 


TX 


CO 


VT 


MD 


MS 


IL 


KS 


ND 


NJ 


VA 


NC 


IN 


MO 


WY 


NY 


VfV 


SC 


MI 


NB 


CA 


No (18) 












»E 


AL 


OH 


NK 


UT 


AK 


NH 


FL 


WI 


lA 


A2 


ID 


PA 


MN 


LA 


«T 


NV 


WA 



One State, OK, was uncertain. 



1 
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Question 9* P'^ease list below the provision for which you 
still need a State law ana the date by which 
you expect that law to be passed* 



Key; ND - No date given 



n w 


\a ; 




n i* 




ntrouc t ion EOr 9 tei tes snare cor i nnovaci vv cr eac 
mentr 6/79* 


PA 






AL 


(a) 


Section 402, 7/79. 


FL, 


fa) 


NPDES ^uthoritv Nn 

Soil 1 Cont increnc V Pu rw^i na » 4/81t fb) ^fon— noint 
source controlf after l/80« 


KN 


(a) 


OH 


I a J 


r r c tr c a biQdi b f 4 


WI 


f A ) 
\ a J 


Revision to our Discharge Permit Law, 1979« 


Un 


fa) 




fin 


/ s ^ 

t a ^ 


ni'u&d f oon c e xpecc passage « 


OK 


(a) 


Possibly fines for enforcementf ND« 


lA 


(a) 


Hinor Grants Law changes, passage unlikely* 
Section 404 Administration, don't recofnniend pas- 
sa9.e* 


MT 


(a) 


UT 


(a) 


WPDES, 3/79. 


ht 


(a) 


NPDES, 4/79* 


HI 


(a) 


Authorization to enforce our regulations in Fed" 
eral facilities, within first 6 months of 1979. 


HV 


(a) 


ICIt and Authority to reject waste not conforming 
to 206, 6/1/79* (b) Won-point source 6/1/79* 


ID 


(a) 


Higher penalties-NPDES, passage never expected; 




(b) 


Increased and specific non-point source control 
authorities, ND« 


WA 


(a) 


State law provided for 92-500 but not for amend-* 
ments, legislature will consider updating State 










law in 1979, 
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Question 10* To what extent, if any* was or is each of the 

factors J isted below an obstacle to the passa^d 
' of enabling legislation in your StateV 



Keys 



1 Very Great extent 

2 Substantial or Great Extent 

3 Moderate iBxtent 

4 Some Extent 

5 Little or No Extent 



^ - ^ 5 Rc^jojir^ces 

Current Probability State Philosophical Required To 

Amount Continued Current EPA Differences With Implement and 

Federal Federal Hegulations Intent of Federal Administer the 

State Funding Funding , Guidelines Legislation Program 



KE 


5 




5 


5 


4 


4 


NH 


5 




1 


4 


5 


5 


HI 






5 


2 


2 


2 


VT 


2 




2 


3 


5 


2 


NJ 


3 




3 


3 


3 


2 


NY 


5 




5 


5 


5 




DE 


1 




1 


3 


3 


4 


KD 


4 . 




1 


/ I 


4 


1 


PA 






4 




4 


2 


VA 


2 




2 


3 


3 


3 


AL 






5 


5 


5 


5 


FL 


5 




1 


4 






KY 


2 




2 


3 






KS 


5 




5 


5 


I 




NC 


4 




3 


3 






SC 


5 












TN 


2 




2 


3 




1 i 


IL 














:n 


5 




4 


3 


3 




KI 


4 






4 


4 


2 


m 


4 




3 


5 


5 


4 


OH 


1 




1 


2 


2 


3 


WI 


3 




4 


3 


5 


2 


LA 


3 




2 


2 


2 


2 


NK 


5 




5 


1 


1 


4 


OK 


5 




1 


5 


5 


5 


TX 


5 




5 


4 


1 


5 


lA 


. 3 




2 


2 


3 


1 


KS 


3 






3 


3 


2 


KO 


2 




1 


2 


2 


1 
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state Resources 

Current Probability st^te Philosophical .Required to 

SntinueS^ Current EPA Differences wfth" IiapXeinent and 
juoMUQ^ ^P"^^ ^ It^tent of Federal Administer the 



Federal 
State Funding 



NE 


' 5 


4 


CO . 


' 2 


1 


MT 


2 


1 


ND 


5 


3 


UT 


2 


2 


WY 


1 


2 




5. 


' 3 


HI 


3 


2 


NV 


' 4 


3 


AK 


2 


2 


ID 


3 


4 


OR 


4 


4 



Federal Regulations 
Funding Guidelines 

4 

3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
1 
4 
5 
1 
5 
4 



Legislation 

4 
4 

1 
4 

2 
2 
1 
3 
5 
2 
1 
2 



Prog raw 

4 

1 
1 

3 
2 

, 1 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
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Question 11. In your opinion^ what has been the major barrier^ if 
anyt to passage of State enabling legisTation? 



HE None« 
HH None. 

RI Required State resources. 

VT Reliability of Federal funding. 

KJ Resource committment without Federal funds. 

HY Not applicable. 

OE No resp 

HO Probability ot cont 

have to bear codt of the program if Federal support is 

removed. 

PA Lack of constituency vithin and outside State leg^,sla- 
ture willing to support the need for such legislation* 
VA Opt>osition to Federal mandated programs without Federal 
monies; 

WV Not applicable; have not had any problems in getting 
enabling legislation* 
No response. 

FL Nq new prograni and personnel (government growth)* 

KY Lack o£ education on part of legislature* 

HS Inability of EPA legal staff to define concretely needed 

changes in State law* 
NC Philosophical differences* 
SC None* 

TN The experience gained by the St 

dollars (too'late) demands (2x) service and the best 

result that can bo achieved is (1/2 x)* 
XL No response* 

.IN gtate .resources required tc> implement and administer 

the prpgram* / 
'HI No response* " 

HN Unaware of Federal requirements and lack of tr 

F«ederal support for Federally inspired programs* 
OH Other priorities* ^ 

WI National uniformity and State desire to impose no stric- 
ter requirements than tb protect local industries* 
LA N2?as for enabling legislation is unclear* 
NH State philosophical differences. 
OK Fear Federal funds* 
TX No response* 

lA Lack of State commitment and Federal definition of pro-' 
gram. 

KS poor communications at a political level on the concept 
of complimentary State/Federal efforts* States are con- 
cerned by costs of Federally mandated efforts* 
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10 Fear o'f requirement for State to fully fund an environ- 
.Tiental f>rogram that «;as Feiierally initiated* 
Legislators with little environnental interest - fear 
t>iat agricultural and raral constituents will im- 
pacted « 

00 Legislature fee^ Federal legislation shoul'^ be imple-- 

menteil by the Fetls, 
MT Too much State aa^^ Federal control* 

Jio. response* 

UT Reaction to C?A imposed, legislative and regulatory re- 
quirements* 
WY iuo response , 
\Z Water rights issue* 
CA Not Applicable, 

HI Necessary financial structure to implenent the legisla* 
tion (budgetary constraints}* 

nv The major question in passa*je of existing Act was cost 
to State* The only substantial needed legislation is 
for non-point source control. The two .nain questions 
relative to NFS legislation is cost and fear of provid- 
ing for additional Federal intervention, 

AK State unwilling to accept parts of the package not use- 
ful (in fact not in best environmental interestsl tor 
Alasv , 

ID Legi lature doesn't see the need and lack of av.^ilable 
resouri^es* 

OR Lack of flexibility - blind pursuit of a national nedi- 
ocracy , 

WA have not had a major problein* Enabling legislation 

was passed so that the State could carry oat primary 
role, 
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^Question 


12* 


Please provide the followin^j information re<jar/]ing the 
number of pr your CWA pro 




Question 


13* 


In total, how many autho 

f^o you expect your program to have hy October 1# 1^79, 






PA Positions Authorized 
PF Positions Fil le^l 



NR No Response 









Note: Ail numbers have been 
Question^ 12 


rounded 




Question 13 


Total 


Number 


100% 


NumbeT^l 


001 


Number 
Jointly 


NUT^ber Positions 
EApected BV 


Number 


State 


Funding 


Federal 


Pond iny 


Funded 


October 1, 1979 


State 


M 


PF 


FA 


PF 


PA 


l£ 


PA 


EE 


4^ 


HE 


80 


78 


48 


47 


32 


31 


0 


0 


100 


NH 


183 


148 


101 


99 


82 


49 


0 , 


0 




RI 


^3 


28 


11 


11 


22 


17 


0 


0 




VT 


46 


42 


0 


0 


A 
V 


A 
V 


46 


42 


52 


HJ 


345 


325 


0 


0 


0 


n 


345 


325 


345 


MV 


323 


205 


201 


167 


122 


^119 


0 


0 


494 


m 


112 


95 


47 


46 


65 


48 


1 


1 


75 


MD 


84 


79 


59 


55 


25 


24 


0 


0 


104 


PA 1/ 


250 


238 


0 


0 


0 


0 


250 


238 


317 


VA 


'224 


212 


0 


0 


12 


9 


212 


203 


224 


wv 


09 


00' 


42 


41 


'47 


39 


0 


0 


122 


AL 2/ 


83 


42 


0 


0 


0 


0 


83 


42 


46 



1/ These numbers are in staff year!?* 

2/ Includes all staff, i.e- not only professionals 
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Question 12 



Number 



Question 13 
Number Positions 





Total 


m 1 m n. A 1^ 


1 41414 


Number 


100% 


Jointly 


bxpecteo 




Number 


St^tt^ 


rUHa XHt] 


Federal *Fundinq 


Funded 


October 




Tin 


pp 




I>l? 


PA 


PF 


PA 


PF 






J l!l 


270 


Ml? 


Hi? 


29 


28 


290 


242 


J I? 


SfV 


154 


13 4 


U 


u 


3 1 


11 


123 


123 


154 


no 


31 


23 


n 
M 


U 


G 


0 


25 


23 


3 1 


MP 


9 5 


9 1 


4 U 


J o 


55 


53 


0 


0 


95 


CP 


131 


123 


o c 

D 3 




45 


40 


^ 1 








19(J 


187 


u 




fl 


0 


196 


167 


170 


T f 

1 b 


191 


171 






WR 


58 


0 


1 13 


2 10 


TfJ 

in 


i07 


86 


U 


0 


0 


fl 


107 


68 


110 


ni 


140 


130 


U 


0 


0 


0 


140 


130 


140 


MM 


122 


11 0 


/ 0 


/ H 


46 


42 


0 


0 


116 




X 30 


116 


U 


U 


0 


0 


130 ^ 


il(i 


1 ^A 

14X3 


UT 


4 50 


17 5 


Tin 




140 


79 


0 


0 


1 e A 

^50 


uA 


39 


37 


n 
U 


U 


0 


0 


39 


37 


jy 




Jb 


J 4 




n 
U 


0 


0 


34 


3 4 


J6 




b3 


63 


n 
M 


U 


0 


0 


63 


63 


1 D 

fo 


TV 




o ft "I 


n 
U 


n 
U 


J 4 


4 / 


255 


236 


J /2 


T A 


54 


45 


n 
u 


U 


0 


0 


54 


45 


5tJ 


' ks 


65 


63 


\i 


\i 


0 


c 


65 


63 


/ 5 


MO 


23 


19 


0 


0 


2 


2 


21 


17 


47 


NE 


48 


44 


1 


1 


2 


2 


45 


41 


56 


CO 


24 


19 


13 


NR 


4 


NR 


6 


NH 


41 


MT 


22 


21 


0 


0 


0 


0 


22 


21 


26 


ND 


16 


17 


0 


0 


0 


0 


16 


17 


24 


UT 


25 


25 


15 


15 


JO 


10 


0 


0 


30 


WY 


23 


22 


1 


1 


2 


1 


20 


20 


37 


A2 


24 


20 


6 


6 


16 


12 


0 


0 


24 


CA 


492 


426 


215 


167 ■ 


277 


241 


0 


C 


4 58 


HI 


31 


31 


Nit 


NR 


NR 


NR 


NR 


NR 


31 


NV 


10 


10 


0 


0 


4 


4 


6 


6 


13 


AK 


45 


43 


33 


33 


6 


4 


6 


6 


51 


ID 


58 


43 


0 


0 


17 


5 


41 


36 


56 


OR 


58 


53 


33 


36 


16 


14 


4 


3 


56 


WA 


77 


72 


54 


52 


23 


20 


0 


0 


77 



1979 
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Question IS, To what extents if anyt has- each of the followln<) 
been an obstacle to filling positions on a timely 
basis? 



Key: 



1 Very Great Extent 

2 Substdntial or Creat £xtent 

3 Moderate Extent 

4 Some Extent ^ 

5 Little or mrTlxtent 




State Author {zed Hide 

State Salary Staff Free ze 

MS ■ 1 5 5 

NH 2 S S 

RI 1 1 - S 

VT 2 5 5 

NJ 1 4 S 

NV 3 4 4 

D£ 3 S S 

MD 2 2 3 

PA 4.1 3 ^ 

VA 2 3 4 

WV 1 5 5 

AL 1 S S 

FL 1 3 4 

KV 1 3 5 

MS 2 5 S 

NC 2 5 ^ 4 

SC 1 5 5 



State 

State-Wide Civil 
Personnel 



RedjjQtions 

5 
5 
5 
5 

5 ' 
5 
5 
5 

' ' 5 
5 
5 
5 
S 
5 
5 

5 . 
5 



service 

Procedures Efforts 



Limited State 
Recruiting Residency 

Requirement 



Perceived 
T^imPorary 
Availability ^^ature of 
of Federally 
Disciplines Sup^rt^ 
Needed ^ Positions 



3 
5 

5 
' 1 
5 
1 
2 
1 
5 

r 

2 
1 
3 
4 
S 
1 



3 
5 
5 
5 
1 
4 
5 
3 
4 
5 
5 
3 
4 
1 
5 
5, 
3 



5 
5 
1 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
S 
5 
5 
2 
5 
5 
5 



1 


5 


2 s 


1 


1 


3 


3 


3 


5 


5 


4 






3 


2 


3 


4 


1 


3 ^ 


3 


1 


5 


5 


5 


2 ' 


4 


1 


1 


5 


S 


3 


4 


1 


' 4 
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state 



State 

Ceilings o h State- State-Wide -Civil 
Aathorxzed 



State SaUry Staff 



W i<3e Personnel Service 
Freeze Reductions Procedures 



Limited State 
Recruiting Residency 
Efforts 



IL 

in 

MI 

MN 
OH 
WI 

m 

OK 
lA 
MO 

Ne 

CO 
MT 
WY 
AZ 
CA 
HI 
NV 
AK 
ID 
OR 
WA 




'D 



f 



Reqai rement Heeded 



ge rce i^ed 
Temporary 
Availability Mature of 
of Federally 
Discipl ines Supported 
Positions 



1 


2 


2 ■ 




2 


3 




1 


2 


4 


5 


5 




5 


S 




3 


5 


5 


— > 
5 


4 




4 


5 




2 


3 


3 


5 


4 




5 


5 




2 


5 


4 


5 


3 




4 


5 




5 




2 


^4 


2 




5 


^ 5 






5 


5 


5 


2 




3 


5 




4 


*4 


2 


2 


2 




2 


5 




4 


2 


2 


5 


2 




2 


5 




3 


3 


S A 


5 


S 




5 


5 




S 


5 


3 


5 ^ 


2 




1 


5 




1 


1 


S 


5 


1 




3 


5 




- 2 


4 


5 


5 


5 




4 


5 




3 


5 


S 


5 


2 




*> 


1 




3 


3 


1 , 


4 


2 




3 T 


2 




1 


4 


5 


- 5 


5 




5 


5 




2 


5 


5 


5 


2 




2 


5 




4 


4 


2 


2 


4 




5 


5 




: 5 


3 


2 


4 


1 




3 


2 




4 


5 


5 


. 5 


4 




5 


1 






' 3 


5 


5 


1 




4 


3 






4 


5 


5 


2 




4 


5 




4 


2^ 


1 


4 


1 




2 


5 




3 


1 


5 ' 


5 


2 




2 


5 




2 


2 
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QuostLon 16* In your opinion^ what has been the 
to^Cillin^ positions? 



or barrier 



m 


(a 




{a 


r 


<c 




KI 


(a 


. VT 


<a 


WJ 


<a 


riy 


<^ 


DE 




MD 




PA 


<a 


VA 


<a 


wv 


(a 






AL 


(a 


PL 


<a 




<e 


kv 




MS 


(a 


NC 


<a 


sc 


(a 


TN 


(a 


IL 


fa 


IN 


(a 


MI 


<a 




(a 



Salary structure- 
Perceived temporary nature of Federally supported 
posttioAs:' <b) Availability of disciplines neeOe^l; 
State salary structure* ^ 
Lack of qualified persons available with residency 
requirement* 

Low salary paid by the State^ 
LOW salaries; <b) Civil Service System* 
Availability of *qualif ie<3 personnel because of in" 
adequate salary* 

Salary, levels in professional ranges; <b) Lack of 
necessary experience. 

State requires contractual employments ne be^ie- 
fits; ('b) State ceiling on new positions including 
federal* 

Existing - State Civil Service procedures; (b) New 
lack of authority to increase complejient, 
State salary structure not coppetitive for engi- » 
neers and experienced persons. 

State salary structure; (b) Civil Service proce- 
dures; (c) Perceived temporary nature of Federally 
supported positions. 

Salary structure for engineers; (b) Personnel pro- 
cedures. 

Salary; ( b) Regulatory nature of organization; (c) 

Civil Service procedures; (d) Lack of caj^gejr ladder; 

Adversa'ry atmosphere* \ 

Starting salaries of professMhal staff* 

Salary structures, ^ 

Lack o^ available applicants with required experi- 
ence , and education. - 

Inadequate State salary; cannot compete wttl^^eileral 
and private salary; (b) Lack of trained personnel in 
this specialized field. 
State salary* , * 

Lack of competitive salary structure relative to 
Federal and .private- 
Shortage of*trained personnel> <b)^Federal pay 
scales generally much above State scales? (c) Abil- 
ity of consultants to pay above market-prices for 
personnel- 

Availability of experienced engineers. 
Inability of EPA to provide funds at the time - 
planned for; this affects existing positions with 
end dates as well as new positions. 
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(a) WithholtUncf oC FecSeral share ot program fanilfs* 

(a) High salary^offerings* by qonSuLtants conpetintj for 

lLmLt:e<l supply o£ enginoers^ ,^ 
(a) Salary offering; (b) Availability o£ (lack) of some 

professional <)isciplineS» 
(a) S^ate personnel ofEice^ 
(a) No response- 

(a) Graduate engineers are in short supply- This slows 
hiring process but. has not hat! a major impact on 
the 'program* j - 

{,a) Lack of sufficient long-term Cuivling; (b) Oiffi-^ 

culty in finding engineering an<1 planning exper- * 
tise at State salaries^ y^"^ — - 

(a) S alary » / 

(a) |tate merit system a<lminist/ative process? (b) Ar- 
chaic an<l low salaries- 

(a)' Salary levels for engineer positions; ( b) Lack of 
potential Cor upward nobility in other po'iitions- 

(a) Sad press on government employees; (b) Availability 
of disciplines in professional fielt^s; (c) Slowness 
o£ personnel system- * 

(a) Qnava liability of personnel -with qualifications neede<l; 

(b) Salary-; 

(aO Level cff^alaries in environmental engineer cate- 
gories established by State personnel Division- 
(a) State personnel procedures 

(ai Competitive salary structure with Federal and local 
governments and private firms; (^) State hiring 
. freeze; (c) ^Uncertainty regarding level and avail- 
ability of Federal funding- 
(a) State of Hawaii Civil Service hiring procedures- 
(a) Salary; (b) Availability of gualiCied personnel in 
the State* 

(a) Getting approval o£ personnel through State system; 

(b) State hiring procedures- 

(a) State salary structure, , 

(a) EPA pays substantially more money for comparable 

positions than States do- 
fa) Salary for engineer classes too low* 
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Questi^n 17, *For the two year p^riad ending December 31# X978# 
^ please enter belot^t a, the approximate number 
of professional staff that h^ve left your pro*- 
gram voluntarily to take employment elsewhere; 
* and b. the approximate number of those who left 
, who had three or more years of experienc e, 



' Question 18, 


If you have 


^had 


professional staff leave during 






the past two years what are the ma^or reasons 






most often 


cited for leaving? 


* •* 




Key: 


NR - 


No Response 




QuesiJion 17 




Question 18^ 






With 








Who 


3 Years 






State 


Le?t 


BsCD^r i e nee 




Reasons Cited for, Leaving 


ME 


8 




(a) 


Salary* (bX^Lack of Promotion 










opportunity* 


HH 


1 1 


1 1 


(a) 


Lack of advancement potential* 


RI 


3 , 






Setter paying jobs; <b) Fed up ^ 










with paperwork and requirements 




t 






by EPA, 


VT 




NR - 


(a) 


Salary! (b) Increased paperwork. 


NJ 




70 


. (a) 


Salary increase; (b) Promotional 










opportunities. 




2 


<a) 


Higher salary. 


be 




7 


(a) 


Better salary? <b) More Respon- 










sibility , 


MD 


15 


12 


(a) 


Higher salary! (b) Get outside 










bureaucratic environment. 


PA 


27 


19 


(a) 


Consultant type work; (b) Higher 










pay. 


VA 


43 


39 


(a) 


Pay; (b) Advancement (college 










graduates 9^in experience with 










ag^cy and are able to obtain 










more pay from Federal govern- 










nent and consulting engineers}. 


wv 


16 


12 


<a) 


Low salary. 


AL 


14 


8 


(a) 


Salary, 


PL 


55 


NB 


(a) 


Money; (b) Professional develop- 










ment. 


KV 


36 


10 


(a) 


Salary, 


MS 


5 


* 1 


(a J 


Honey, 
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Question 17 * 



Question 18 



Number With 
Who 3 Years 
State Left Experience 



sc 
ir* 

IN. 
MI 

m 

OH 



LA 

m 

OK 
TX 
lA 



KS 



KO 



26 
24 

SO 

63 
20 



20 



30 



'J 
HI y 43 



i2 



1 



138 
15 

12 



26 
10 

iO 

24 
12 



4 

25 
24 

,3 

5 
3 

m 

5 



Reasons Cited for Leaving 

(a) Ki9her salaries; (b) Better op- 
portunities in private sector 
and Federal government* 

(a) More money* (b) Experience in 
other areas; tc) Tired of being 
regulator; (d) Family r^laterl - 
personal* 

(a) State salary; (b) Intervention 
and lack of support by higher 
State officials* 

(a) Obtain more money; (b) Advance- 
ment greater elsewhere* 

(a) Higher pay; (b) Less paperwork; 

(c) Desire to make decisions not 
subject to veto by EPht 

(a) Career improvement; b) Higher 
pay; (c)" Dissatisfaction with 
jot[, 

(a) More money* experience and secu" 
r i ty * ■ 

(a) Better pay in private Industry 
or other programs within OEi*A* 

(a) Salary; (b) Prontotional oppor-^ 
tunity* 

(a) Higher salary offerings; (b) 
Better^ working conditions* 

(a) Returning to school* 

(a) Higher salary; {bf'^lreatet pro- 
spects for advancement* 

(a) Better jobs; (b) To go\into busi*' 
ness for themselves*' 

(a) Wmle salary is a major issue 
frustration with complex and 
changing requirements and working 
with short staff are as often 
stated and likely more critical*^ 

(a) Salary; (b) Desire tp obtain ▼ 
professional experience in con-, 
suiting engineering* 

(a) No pattern — but Inadequate 
career ladder with appropriate 
salaries is major concern* 
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Question 17 
Number' With 



Who 

State Left 
NE 10 

JZQ 10 



3 Years 
Experience 





^9 


-5 


(a) 


NO 
UT 

AZ 


2 
2 

7 

155 


,i 

2 

^ 4 
78 


(a) 
(a) 

iA\ 
1*1 

(a) 


HI 


2 


2 


(a> 


m 


5 


2 


(a> 




3 


3 


(a> 


ID 


6 


6 


(a) 


OR 


10 


10 


(a> 






NR 


(a) 



Question 18 



Reasons Cited For Leaving 

(al Better pay^j (bj Better oppor- 
tunity to advance* 
(^),lBette£ pay; (b) Greater oppor- 
'"tu"nilfy^fW^a'd<faTi^ment^ — 
Salary; (b> To enter consultant 
en<]ineering i€fldr (c> Too much 
paperwork* * 
Hi<]her salary offer* 
Higher pay* \ 
Higher salaries* 
Salary** ' 

Getter pay; <b) Job challenge 
(professional growth) t (c) Pro- 
mtional opportunities* 
Took jobs with municipal] 
at an increase of salary. 
All cases involved substf 
salary increases and career ob*- 
jectives* They thoroughly en- 
joyed working^ f or State but the 
two reasons stated above*'coul(3 
not be ignored* 
Tq btoaden ^interests in other 
areas of departnent; (bj Dissat- 
isfaction with paperwork; (c> 
Lack of "hands on" engineering* 
Salaries; (b> Lack of advance- 
ment opportunities. 
Frustration with Federal require 
fn^nts that cannot be explained 
or, justified to the regulated' 
source* 



Litios 
:antial ' 



Salary increases* 
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' [ ^ 

Qu«st46n ID* ^he Cle^n Water Act of 1011 declares that it is 
the policy of Congress that the States manage 
the construction grant proqram and implepent 
*^he ^tPDE;S an<l dre<5ge and fill permit programs* 
will your State take advantage 'of the State 

, Maf.agement Assistance Grant (Section 205 <9), 

Clean Hatec Act) to assume more* responsibility 
for those programs? 



'^Key:. ^ ■ ^ 

^ *\\ Definitely Yes 

PY Pirubably Yes 

U Uncertain 

^ PN Probably Mg 

DN Definitely »lo 

T 



.Question 19a» If uficertaint or you dp not plan to take aJvan- 
. ^ tage of the State Management Assistance Grant, 

■ ^'^hy^ 



i 



Question 19 \ Question .19a 

Construction tJppES Dredge Uncert^irL or Do Hot Pj^a n 

Gr^ant Pecinlt & Fi 11 to Take^ Advantage of State 

State Pro^^rar^t Prog ram Program Kanag^ment^Assj^stance Grant 

m 0y DY pii 

HH m DN ^ PH 

Ftl 0 PM PY Funds for Program should not 

reduce the inadequate Lunds 
available for construction 
grants* More abatement is 
V accomplished with construc- 
tion grants than incret^sing 
support of program* 



VT 


DY 


iDY 


PN 


NJ 


py 


tr 


u 


NY 


by 


DY 


PN 


DB 


py 


DY 


tr 


HD 


Dy 


Dr 


PN 


PA 


Dy 


Dy 


/ tr 


VA 


DY 


a 


PN 


WV 


DY 


DY^ 


PN 


hL * 


Dy 


Dy 


U 
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Ouestlon 19* 




Question 19a 




CoTistructlon 


MPDES 


Dredge 


Uncertain or. Do. Not-Plan' ^ 




Grant 


Permit 


Fill 


to Take Advantage o£ state 


^ * State 


Prog ram 


Pro^ran 


Proqram Management Assistance Grant 




u 


U 


pk 


State salary and personnel 
problems and le^^islatlve 
and gubernatorial disap*- 


KY 


PV 


PY 


PY : 


proval -o£ Stat^' government 


MS 


DV 


DY 


DY 


growth* 


NC 


PY 


PY 






sc 


DY 


DY 


PN 




- - - TN- ■ 


^ PY 


- DY _ 


Pt* 




IL 


DY 


DY 


U 




IK 


PN 


PN ^ 


PM 


Regional office advises ve 
can*t effectively manage 


















gro9ram In accordance with 










federal r^iii rempnts * 


■ MI 


DY 


DY 


PY 




MM 


PY * 


DY 


PM 






DY 


U 








DY 


DY 


U 




LA 


PY 




u 




NH 


U 


U 




Strings attached 'by EPA* 


OK 


pY 


PY 


PY 




TX 


DY 


DY 


u 




lA 




DY 


u 


We want to handle what we 
have before taking on any 






Have It 




new programs* 


KS 


DY 


u 




' MO . 


DY 


PY 


PK 




CO 


DY 


DY 


u 




KG 


DY 


DY 


DY 




MT 


PY 


already 


PK 








delegated 




ND 


DY 


DY 


PN 




• UT 


DY 


^►Y 


U 


♦ 


WY 


U 


DY 


PY 


Requires authorization o£ 










1979 legislature* 


h% 


DY 


PY 




CA 


DY 


■ DN 


DK 


\^ 


til 


DY 


^ DY 


PN 




NV 


DY 


DY 


U 




AK 


DY 


PY / 


U 




ID 




PK-' 


u 




. OR 


PN 


PN ' 


DK 


It Is unacceptable- to \^ke 
needed construction funds 
from cities to create a oig*- 
ger bureaucracy at the &tate 




^ DY 






and Federal level* 


WA 

/ 


DY 


DY 





c- 
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C'estion 20* IrJ^^^^pur opiniojyr will the combined Federal funds 
avaiJrSb io g - r offl Sections 106 u 205 (g) of the CWA 
^ be suCCicient to support the water pollution con- 
trol programs you will be responsible for? 



Definitely Yes (4) 

ME RI tJS^ 

Probably Ye^^'Tll) 



Wtf KC 
MS' ■ TX 
..^^ V Uncertain (6) 



PA 



VA 
IN 



Probably No (11) 



MY 
MD 



'ky 



V 



MO 



f 

m 

LA 



MI 



Definitely No (9) 



NJ^ 



sc 

TN 



lA 



Not Applicable (4) 
AL PL NM 



H7 

m 



OH 
OK 



WY 
CA 



OK 



HI 



WA 



CO 



10 



1 
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Question 21, ^ If th^' funding levol is not sufficient or you 

are unsure* wha^t pro^ramls) will be underfunded? 



VT Pull workload not known until experience gained as to 
botf much EPA will require, 

NJ MPDES and Dredge and Fill (proposing to charge fees for 
permits) . ' ^ ^ 

NY Permit administration/ particulatSly related to toxic 

substances xrontrol; water quaii ty monitor ing ; 20S area- 
wide plannilig; 115 In-place pollutants, 

'DE Almost all programs suffer to som^ extent - compromises 
are^ made, ' 

MD Pretreatment - Wasteload allocation; 208, 

PA State input into program not kept pace with inflation 

plus rumblings that 0MB wants to eliminate 106 funding, 

* If Feds drop fundsr State will drop programs, 

WV Section 106, ^ ^ 

KY NPDES permittingi monitpring, ' - " 

SC Pretreatment; exton^ive work on toxic controls; analyti- 
cal work; facility mO(ii torir\g; environmental analysis; 
model verification; cause and effect analysis, 

TN All, ' . ^ 

106 *• permits/enforcement, 

IN Unable to determine what* if any, 205tg) funds nay be 
available. Without these, definitely no, 

MI New pretreatment proyram under Mf*n£S , nO additional 
funds for this. 

OH Pretreatment and toxics, 

WI Pretreatment and compliance monitoring, 

'OK "Gut feeling"— ^EPA always demands more of us than we 
* have the resources to provide, 

lA. 106 is clearly underfunded^ 205(g) will /3inir^sh with 
^ grants dr<^, but staffing can*t fluctuate as easily* 

KS Difficult to forecast either the cost of program admin- 
istration, or the amount available through section 205, 

CO ^ Enforcement and planning, 

UT Possibly NPDES, pretreatment * operations and nainte" 
nance, 

WY All except 265(g) CMAG Program* 

CA Wastewater facility construction program/ tJPoES permits^ 
clean lakes^ underground injection controls dredge and 
fillf surveillance and monitoring and pretreatment, 

AK NPDES; and D/F; if we take it on* Also - 205 
for limited time, 

ID Effluent limitations development/ r rv^illance/ operator 
training/ noh-point source control/ compliance monitor- 
if.g, _ • 



\ 
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Question 22* Overall how vrould you characterize your rela: 
tL<?«ishLp with Et>A regional staf^? 



^Jumber of States Responding 



Very GOpd ' 5 

' Good 26 

Neither) Good nor Bad^ 12 

'-roor V^/ IK 

vexir-poor ^ " 1 



Question 23,, to what extents if at all, do you feel the tPh 
f - headquarters ' statf uuderstaAds\^the oroblems 

face as a State program director in adminiff- 
*tering your protjram? 



Number oC States gespondjng 



Very Larg*e Extent 0 

Substantial Extent 2 

Moderate Kxtent ^ 5 

Some Extent - * 15 

Little or «o Kxtent ^3 




Question 24, OveralU how does the current level of KPh head* 
quarters' staff understanding of yowr prot^iems 
impact On the effectiveness of your program? 



Number of States Responding 



Significant positive Impact* 0 

positive Impact '3 

Little or uo Impact 6 

Negative Impact 20 

Significant Negative Impact 15 

Varies. * - 1 
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Question 25* To ,wnat extent, if any, has EPA nonitoring of 
yoyr performance unrler Ct4\ assisted you in im- 
plrovi^^3 program performance"? 



Very targe Extent 
Substantial Extent 
Mpae^rate Extent" - 
,%>ine Extent 
Little or Ko -Extent' 



:jumber of^Sxates Responding 

0 * 
1 
7 
14 

* 23 



Question 26. 



To what extent, if any, do you feel your view- 
point as a State progra/n director is given ac)e- 
quate consideration in the following GiPA pro*- 
cosses? 



Ver7 Great £xtent 

Substantial or Great Extent 

noderatfe Extent 

Some .Extent 

Uittle or No Extent 



^- Regulation 
Hakinq Process 

0 
1 

5 

12 ' 
27 



Pol fey Making 
. \ Process 



0 
1 
4 

7 
33 
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Ouestion 27, Please enter the names o£ the ortjanizations that 

you £eel <best represent your views to; a* the 
V^S* Congress and b, the EPA. 



Or<janization Uj^S. 

^Association o£ State & Interstate Water 

pollution Control Admijiistrators (ASIv^PCA) 
Natiional Governors Association (WGA) 
Watjer" Pollut ion Control feJejration »(WPCf) 
Sta^te Congressional Delegation 
EPA^ Region 
None 

Other (Organizations name<^ only once) 
NO {Response 

Note; Responses are not additive due 
to multiple responses by states. 



Congress 


EPA 


26 


33 


9 


6 


8 


8 


5 


1 


0 


2 


1 


1 


13 


11 


2, 


"1 



Ouestion 28, Name the organizaticn(s) you are most likely to 
contact when you need in£ormation or assistance 
- to carry out your program responsibilities. 



Organization 



Mum 



ml^er 



o£ States Responding 



Association of State h Interstate ' ^ 
Wff^er Pollution Control 
Administrators (ASIWCA) 

EBA ' 

EPA Keg ion ' 

Hater Pollution Control federation (tfPCf) 
Other States 

National Governoi::^' Association (NGA) 
None . ' ■ 

Other (Organizations 'namM'lJniy^once^ 
No Response 

Mote: Responses are not additive due 
to multiple responses by States, 



21 
10 
10 
4 
4 
4 
1 
11 
2 



4 



SECTION 5 



^TATE IMPLEHEMTATtOH 
OF THK FEDERAL ifeECTICTDE. FUHGICIP g. 

AMD RODEHTICIDE ACT ^ 
QUESTlOMMAlRg RESPONSES 

, TABLE OF COHTEKTS 

States Responding I ^ 

Questionnaire ^"^ 
Question 6 * t'ln 

Question 8 |'|; 
Question 9 f',^ 
Question lo t^iA 
Question ii , 

Questions ^2 s 13 ' * V'W 

Questions 14 & 15 ^ r":^ 

Question 16 s 17 ^ 
Questien le ' 
Question 19 z't?. 
Question 20 

Question 21 . ^ 
Question 22 . 

Questions 23 s 24 \~^a 
Question 25 t^W 
Question 26 c ^ 

Question 27 * ^ 

Questions 28 & 29 ^" 
Questions 30 S 31 
'Questions 32 & 33 

Questions 34^^35 S 36 X VIa 

Questions 3yi 38 f 

Question 39/ ' v ^'^^ 

' 5-36 
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RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY OF 
S7ATg IMPLEMENTATION OF) ?HE 
FEDERAL I«SECTICIDEf FUKQICTdE 
AWDRODEWTICIDE A 



STATES 'RESPONDING (46) 




^ Alabama ' AL 

Alaska AK 

Arkansas AR 

California CA 

Connectijjut CT 

Delaware^ DE 

Florida . FL 

Georgia GA 

Hawaii HI 

Illinois IL 

Indiana IN 

lowa * ' I A 

Kansas KS 

Kentucky ' KY 

, Louisiana LA 

Maine rtE 

Maryland MD 

Massachusetts MA 

Michigan MI 
■ Minnesota 

Mississippi MS 

Miasoufri MO 

MoJtana MT 



rjevada ^NV 

New Hampshire Nil 

Mew Jersey NJ 

New Mexico Nff 

New York NY 

North Caroliria NC 
North Dakota - ND^ 

Ohio OH 

Oklahoma OK 

Ore^jon OR 

P.ennsylvania PA 

Rhode Island RI 

South Carolina SC 

South Dakota 'SO 

Tennesse"^ TN 

Texas TX 

Utah UT 

Vermont VT 

Virginia VA 

i^ashington WA 

West Virginia W 

Wisconsin WI 

Wyoming WY 



Si 



( 

111 
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U.^* CEHERAL ACCOWTIKG OFFICE 

Survey 0£ SUte IttpleMnt&ti^ Of 
Th« Fe<ter4il Insecticide, Fungicide 
And Rode^tic£d« Act 



General Ii^stmctlofis s 

Ifie U*&,«Gei:vevai Acco^inq Office is 
stu^ii^ the prohl^Ts f^oed^by the States ix\ 
■ b|3lenentiT>g and a^inisterltirg^edecal 
envitoment^l ptpQtaps* Tite pucpo^ of this 
quiestionnait^ is to obtain infocvf^tion on your 
proqrHain(s) and to deben&ine the significance of 
the problens State en^itonnental prootaro 
mna^^rs face* are sencfing similar 
qoestionnaires to the ^inectots of the 3ir 
pollution control, drilling vater, pesticideSr 
fioiid waste wabec poliution oonttol proqrans 
In all 50 States as veil as to the administrator 
of each State's envlromental agency* 

While the qitestions that follow ar^ base^) 
largely on our diffctissions with program offiol^Us 
in ceven States, we have atter^ytea to provide a 
tbm^t that will be readily adaptable to aii 
States* If you fe^i that the fomat of any 
question <3oe5 4)ot fit ycur situation, piease arid 
the necessary explanatory notes* Moreowerr feel 
» free to make any aAJltlorv^l ccrtnents cn yoiir pto- 
gracRt this ctuestiofwairet ot related tooios* 

^ If you have an^ queationsr please call 
DmlO l^unter at (617) 223-6536*, 

After oonpletinq the questionnaire ple^ 
return it in the sei£-adaressed postaqe paxd 
envekpe by January 19, JJ7^, 

NLflgi Ihcgughoot *thts questiow>aip^^J>A refers 
to the Fedarai Ehvironnental Protection ^ 
Agen<3j:+ 

Thanik you for your coq^eration* 
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MftNftGEKPir-.OF FEDERAL aWIBOWa<TAL PtCORW^; 

Tn^Ui3t_ extent f it at All, is eadi of the tact^rfi listf^ below an ob3t^l<> tq tnawino voor proncan 
to me^t t!» ot>jectxves of FIFRA? (Check one per linei 




by Federal legislation 












2* Ayaila:^ility of tGchnoJLocjy to support 
Federal legislation ^ 












3. Obtaining State enat>liriq 
legislation 








T 




4. Time ft taXes to iss^je^EPA regulations ^ 
ard qiiide lines 






i 






5k Aiipunt oC fl<2xit>iiity in current EFA 
regulations and sidelines 












6k Clarity jof current EPA requlation? and 
guidelines 












7k Tine it takes EPA to tespond to tochnical 
questions and interpret its rmulabions and 
guidelines 




\ 








S. (^lity of EPjV re^>onRe to technical questions 
and intecpi^tdtion of its re<nJLations and 
guidelines 












9k Extent of ccntrois u-posed on the state by , 
CPA 












10. Philosophical differences !>etveen 
EPA airf tlve State cn pcDgr^an^ 
Priorities and objectives 












11. Aitount of E^ederal Eundinq to 

s»*peoEt prograA a<Mnistraticn costs 












12. Timing of {^rai Eunding to 

support program administration costs 


\ 










13 k Knowledge of the the ainount of future Ferieral funds 

to support State programs achinistration * 
<x>sts 












lA Evt<! hiTvi ^^At A frt \ tr*l t-n 1 imt ^ 

all proqram crr^wth^ 












15. Anount of State funding you receive to 
support pnxtram {Administration costs 












16 k Current level oC Federal ft»tds*for 

monici^lities to Pieet Federal environ- 
menb&l-Vequirenients 












l7. tiUrtjer of staff in 
State ptbqram 












IS. Losses of experienced 
> Personnel 












19k Ability to fill 
. personnel vacancies 




1 


1 

i 






ZOk Curtent training proqram%. aval lable 
for State personnel * 




1 I ■ 







aik Sl>lit responsibility for enviromental 
^^Ptoqrams within State goveiviment 






1 


22. Current level of jwblic support for 
ent/iconmental pto^ams 










23. Curtent level of Gubernatorial and 
State Iflegislative support for environ'" 
rental proqrans 


* 


4 




c 




to what extentr if ady* has each of 
the follCNrfiTia irfjectea youc pr^cation 
ajirt sulnission of a plan to rpA for 
approval? {Check one t»x for each) 



8 



ttliA of the foilonirKi best (Sescribes^the 
status of «n^liiWlegUldtico ^ iiif>Ie- 
mi^t ?im in ycurSftat^? iCheS ooe ai^ 
'j^ter. date) 



1, £y 

2* " 



Legislation enacted (Date)_ 



Legislation r»ot enacte<} but anti- 
cipated by (Date) 



9. 



Legislaticxi not enaib^ed ard not 
anticipated 

uhat extentr if any, was oc is ea<^ of the 
factors list^ below an oteta^le to tine 
passa9e of enabling le9islaticn in youc 
State? (Chedt one box for each) 




1> Current aiwnt of Fedet^l 
funding 






V 






2* Probability of continued 
Federal funding support 












Oumnt £PA T^olations 
an^_guidelines 












4< State p^UosCf^hical 
^if fereftDes with intent 
of F^ftdecal legislation 












5* State resources cequitied 
to ^inplertent anc' ad- . 
ninistec the^rogcan 













10* In vooc cpinionr what has hoen the rgr^or 
batriec^ if any« to passaicje of ^tate enr 
ablii>9 legislation? (Please explain) 



PflOGRAM 'BESPOtffilBILm 

11, Co^s your State ^ve an ^afpc^fved State plan 
under fiectiofi A of FIFRA? (Oieck one) 

I. / 7 Yes, (OO^OWT^TIOI 14) 

2* / 7 *to ; 



1, current amount of Fedecal 

fun^aiia - ^ . 












2, Probability of ccntimed 
Federal funding sui^port 












3+ Current epa regulations 
and nuidelines 












4. ^tate ptiiloecphical 
differences with intent 
of Federal legislation 












S, State resources required 
to ijnplement and &d- 
ntinister the program 









— 





13, In your opinion t^hat has been tne'prirBtv 
reason your State has not subnitted a ^tate 
plan to EPA for approval? 



14* Which of the follohdng best ttescribes yoor 
^ situation in entering into a cooperative 
enforcenient agreement with EPA? (Qieck one) 

1. / _!/ Currently i\ave a oocgerative enforce- 

rent agreeff^t (<frTO ^ESTlOtt 15) 

2. / 7 Itad a coppecative enfcjitc^nt agree- 

{iientf but did not renew (H> ^ 
OJBSTICM 16) 

3* / 7 Have never had a cooperative enforce- 
tnent aqreejaent (Ot? TO OO^ICN 18) 

15., Overallr in your cpiniotir to what extent are 
you satisfied or dissatisfi^ with the itr- 
plejmentation of this agreemnt? (Chec); one, 
t^en GO TO cuESTia: 20) 

1. / _/ ExtreneJy satisfied 

2- / 7 Satisfied 

'3.P / t^eit^er ^tisfied or dissatisfied^^ 

A* / _J Pissatisfied 

5.P / 7 Extrenely /iissattsfied 
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le/ Overall* to v^t extent* if anyr ha:i cadi 
of the following <k*t;ectc<l yoo ttoa entering 
into anoUier cooperative enforcenent atjtit?**- 
petit with EPA? (ChecK one bcwc for each) 




1* current apiount of F^ral 
fundi nq 


[ 






2- Probability of continued 
Federal funding support 


! 






3. CUnXttt £PA Emulations 
, aiy] .guidelines 








4. State philosophical 
Jiffecence^ ^ith Jntentr 
of Federal legislation 


t • 




5- State resources required ^ , 
to iPplenont and ad- 
minister .the program . ♦ 





20, unaer the 197R FIFRA anenAnents* will ytHir 
State ass^ne prit^ary enforcer^ent rej?pcf*-' 
i^ihillty fct pesticide tjse violations? 
(Check one) 

Definitely yes 

Probably yes. 

J- /T> "nsuce 

4, I>robably no . 

fietinitely no 

21, ilow nuch positiw* or tiegative Irpact has 
each of the followinq had on your FiniA 
prograpi? (Check ot>e boat for eadi) 



17, 



IB. 



In yotfr opinion* what is the orir^cv rea 
yottr ^tate did not enter into another co- 
operative enfotroenent aqrwjwnt with EPA? 
<P:eas« explain and 00 'TO QUESTiaJ 20) 



Overall* to What extent* if ar*y* has each 
the follot^ing c^terred you fron entering 
into a cooperative enforcosent agreefient? 
(Check one box for each) 




1. Lack of pe^iciOe 
disposal requlations 












2- f^ck of section S.f 
* reflations 












3. Late publication by 
EPA of restricted 
pesticides list 










1 




I- Curtent arccnt of Fe^rleral ] ' 
funding I 










2, Probability of continued 
Federal funding support 












3«^CtjrrGfit CPA regulations 
{tnd «iuid^ines 












4, State philoscphical 

differences with intent ^ 
^^f Federal legislation 




1 








5* State resources t^quired 
to iiif>leitic^nt and ad- 
minister the progtan* 




1 . 







22, 110 what extmt ^ yoo agree or disagree vith 
tl-e pr^rtJ^ision in the 197B FIFRA ainendients 
which ciiveji States the authority to approve 
pesticid^ to neet special local needs? 
(Check one) ^ 

1^ Strocvcily a(jree 

2, / _ / Agree 

Uivleciaed 

4^ /_ _2 Disaotfee 

5, ^ _ J strongly disaqreo 



' 19, *tn your opinion what is the prirary reason 
your state did not enter into a cocperative 
enforcentent arjrecmont? (Please explain) 
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K€GRAM neSOUECES 

2A Please p::ovidie the foUGMirvg infornulfcion ce- 
9^rdif)9 the nuniier of professional positior^s 
in your FIFW\ program as of Jamiary 1579. 
(Ehter nun^ets in space provided? tf none*^ 
enter 0) 



7? 



Total nurrfcer 

Kuit^r 10D% 
State fontfinq 

Nurber 100% 
redieraj funding 

^EL■TIber jointly 
funded 



Posit ionf 
Autfaori^gf 



R)sitiofis 
Filled * 
\ 



24. 



25. 



In total' hottr cnany authovUzefj r^essiooal 
positions do yoo expect yoyr prograsn to have 
by October 1^ 1979? tEJiterMoJ^al nuiber of 
positions) 

* * 

. Huciber positions 



'Have you had anjf difficulties filling" 
authorized positions on a timely basis? 
(Check one] 



27. In your cpmlon^ vhat has been the major 
barrier to filling positions? 



21^1. For the two^^ear period endinq necerber 31, 
197S, please enter beloi^^ the afPJXwtlnste 
nunber of professional Staff that hav«f left 
your pcogrart voluntarily to take crploynent 
elsewhere? b- the approxliftate^nunher of 
these vty> left who had thr^ or ror^ yeam 
of experienoe^. (Enter mittiers in s^acgS'pco-- 
vided) if none* enter 0) " 

er who left 



t^urber ^4k> left with three ot 
j*or& yeirs experience 



29. If ycnx have had^*ptx>fessicnal sCaff leave 
diiring the past two years what are the pajor 
reasons rest often cited for leaving? 



Y^S 
No (■ 



26. 



To what extent, iE anyn has each of the 
factors listed Lelotf been an obstacle to 
filling positicns on a timely basis? (Check 
one boK per li'^) 



1. Sca^ salary 
structure 



Ceilings on 
authorized staff 
levels 



statevfjtde freeze 
on_all hirincs 



Statewide Personnel 
reductions 



5. Si^te civU 

Service procedures 



Liinite<l recruit 
efforts 



7. State residency 
requicettent 



jWaliSbility oC 
dtsciPlines needed 



9. Perce^ve<l tenporary 
nature of Federally 
_suFPOrt€:|1 positions 




"1 



30* nave you had to temirtate ejrplcye'ji' because 
' -Federal fund^^re awaeided late? JCheck 
one) ' ^ - 

1. £^}k> (GOTOOJES^rlOK 31) 

2, £IIy Yes ^ 

31 1 How rnany employees vere terminated becat^ 
of the late award of F^ral furrfs anrt how^ 
did tliis iJipact on your program? (Prwi<?e 
nurter and liriefly <lescribe ifl^ct) 
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32. 



If aff>ltcatoir certification proqraii grant 
rone^^ expires aM is not rcJxM^# ^at 
Action is vcur State roi^ likely to take? 
tOipckVone) 



1, /_ J ^^naifiat^ the ptogrart entirely 

2, / ^ cisiitiriiae the pcogr^am on a limite<) 

basis 

3, ^ ~J OontiTMie the progfann with State 

4, ^ J * Otbbr (pltidse explain) 



— ^ 

EEA-gTAtE HELKTIOHSHIPS 

t \ 
33, Overall, how wouj^d you d^sracteriie your te* 
lationsh;)^ with HPA regional staff? (Check 

^ ^ 

I* / / Very good 

2. £Z7 Good V 

3, fteitber qood nor had 



34* 'Po ^diat extents if at aU# do you feel the 
&A headquarter' staff underfitanrlEt the 
problen^s you face as a State progrHam 
director in administering your pronram? 
fCtwck one) 

1> / / Very large extent 

2* / ' 7 Swtetantial extent 

3, y Moderate extent 

4, / 7 Sooe extent 

5* Uttle or no extent 



35, 



1 
2 
3 

4* 

5, 
36, 

1, 
2* 
3. 
4, 
5. 
37, 



O^raii^ how <^s the current level of EPA 
headquarters* staff ur>derstanding of your 
Pirot>letTs irpact cn the effecti^n#^ of your 
PtogramV (Check one) 

/ J Significant positive irpact 

I / POfiitive inpcct^ 

Little or no ihpact ^ 

Negative impact ' ** 

S^Tiificant negative irpact 

*?o what extent, if^any^ has epa ronitoring 
Of y<yvt pe^onnance unc^r FIFTA assisted you 
in inpcoving ptograia perforrano ? {Check 
one) 

/ ' 7 Vtety litoe extent 
l_ J substantial extent — . 

Modtjrate extent 




^ ( Sowe ejttent 

(_ J Little or no e;<tent ^- 

'Po what extent) if any^ do you feel your 
■ viewpoint as a State prcqican director is 
given adequate consideration in the fol- 
lolling CPA processes? (Check on^,box per 
line) 




1, Regulation r^ing 
process 












2, fbiicy making 
process 













3B, Please enter the names of the orcunizations'^t 
that you feel best represent your views toi 
a, the U*5, Owwessi and* h* the EPA, 



U,S, congress 
EPA 



/ 
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1 



39. **^^se entet below the of the ori^ 

When you weed iitfcmation or assistance to 
catty out yout ptogt--^ responsibilities. 



OIHER \ 




5-9 



ERIC 



f 



RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRES 



Question 6* To what extents if at allr Is each of the factors. 

.listed below an obstacle to managing your progran 
to meet the objectives of FIFRA? 



Total Response: t 46 




1« Dudllnts Icposed 
' bv F*d«r«l legislation 


4 


f 
7 


14 


:t 

9 


12 


^ AVAlldt>llicy of tcchnoio^ to support 


2 


10 


15 


11 


8 


1*9 i slat ton 


3 




9 


11 


19 


4« Ticie it takes to EFA ttftiUtiOtt 

And Qotd^ithes ^ 


22 


14 


3 


5 


2 


$«^>rount o£ tiodbillty in cutrent a>A 
Aoulat^dhs and Qoid^ltt^s 


6 


16 


13 


9 


2 


4« Herity of current EPA trrji^tions and ^ ^ 
Quijtelines * 


f. 


It 


in 


11 


4 


7* TlJ^C it £FA to tespoft^to te«;flical 
questiotu an3 interpret its nqulatloni a>d 
40 Idel tries i 


12 


13 


10 


8 


-3 


Quality of response to technical cyuMtlons 
ftnS tnt«rp<«tattan% its tvguMiocts «tv3 ^ 
«iidclin»s k__M^ 


4 


9 


13 


11 


9 


9, Cxtsnt of oontrois Irpoaed ^ the State b/ 

©A ' * . ' 




11 


15 


12 


3. 


iQ« Ftitlcscfinicai diffet«nce» betwwti 

CPA anS the stste ^ p^xqt^ * 
' fiqriortttes ana objective* 


12 


n 


9 


8 


6 


11« Aflcunt of Fedfatrai funding to 

stwort E^ran adcdnistr«ttpn costs 


5 


6 


13 


9 


13 


1}« Tlmng of Fvteral funding to 

siQ]f»rt pcwan sMntstratton €o«ts ^ 


7 


10 


10 


7 


12 


l3« l&cvl«dge of tlie thr munt of~futute rxteral ftinds 
to p:ffort Ststs prag^ans sdftlnlstcvtion 


19 


9 


12 


3 


^3 


JL4« exiting State policies to lUnit 
•11 PtooTaia urotrth 


3 


7 


13 


13 


10 


1S« AsDUnt of State funding you receive to/ 
ttuvoort vtmm sctetntetrattm co«ts 1 




n 


<i 


IS 


1 


l«« Qirmt level. cf Metsi funds for j h 
•unictpellttes to ne«t Fsdeisl «nvtrtm- 
V* wental retirements 


0 


0 


4 


4 


38 


17« MvtMr of stsff it) 
Ststs proorsm 


4 


5 




14 


4 


ii« Losses of expetietwed - 
«srsonn*l 


1 


7 


*9 


10 


19 


Ability to fin 
vmarw^tl vscaneles^ 


5 


ID 




n 


^ 


A)« curmt training ptrogrns aivstisue 
for Stste persoAnel 


0 


4 


12 


11 


19 


2\* ^lit t«fponsibilIty foe envitomntsl 
srOQTS^ within Stste oovemrent 


3 


& 




"9 


22 


3t2« Qirmt i«vel of public si^poct for 
cnvii'u ntsl _pro^icns 


3 


5 


9 


12 


17. 


23r Qirvent level of Cubetnatorisl and 

5tste tegisZstive stipport for etudrtm- , 
■Httsi preor*w 


3 


3 


11 


12 


17 



il9 
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Question 8*-*-^hlch of the folXowlng best describes the status 
oT^nabling legislation to implement FIFRA in 
your State? 



Legislation^ Er^acted - pate (46) 



CT 


1974 


ME- 


1975 


MA 


1978 


m 


1977 


Kl 


1976 


VT 


1970 


NJ 


1971 


NY 


1971 


DE 


1978 


MD 


1975 


PA* 


1974 


VA 


.1975 


«V 


1975 


AL 


1977 


FL 


1974 


GA 


' 1976 


KY 


197e 


«S 


1975 


NC 


1976 


. SC 


1975 




1976 


IL 


1969 


IN 


1975 


MI 


1976 


m 


1976 


OH 


1976 


\n 


1977 


AH 


1975 


LA 


1975 


NM 


1973 


'OK 


19l8 


TX 


1976 


lA 

ND' 


1974 
1975 


KS ' 
SD 


1976 
1974 


fiafVL574/^ 
UT 1^ 


WY 


1971 
1973 


HI/ 


1976- 


HV 


1975 


AK 


l<i77 


CA 


Eacly 


OH 


1973 


WA 


Prior to 


1975 







Leqislatiorfc\Not^Erfcacte<3 But Anticipated By - Dat^ 0) 
Leqislatior^ Not Enacted Ar^d Not Anticipated (0) 




Question 9« 7o wha^ extent, if any, was or is each of the 

<£actors listed iselow an obs.tacle to the passage 
of enabling legislation in yoar State? 



Keyi 



1 Very Great l^xtent 

2 substantial or Great Extent' 

3 ^loderate. Extent 

4 Some l^xteht ~ * 

5 Little or Uo l^xtent 



Current Prob^bil^ ty 
Amciant Continaed 
Federal 
Fandin^ 



Federal 
State Funding 



c? 


5 


5 




5 




HA 


4 


2 


m 


5 


" 1 


RI 


5 


5 


VT 


5 


4 


NJ 




5 


NY 


5 


5 


oe 


5 


5 


«D 


4 . 


4 


PA 


.3 


4 


VA 


S 


4 


wv 


5- 


5 


AL 


3 


5 


PL 


2 


1 


GA 


1 


' 1 


KY. 


2 


2 


MS 


2 




NC 


2 


-t 


sc 


5 


3 


TN 


5 


1 


IL 


5 


5 


in 


S 


5 


HI 


3 




HH 


4 


1 


OH 


5 


5 


WI 


2 


2 


AR 


5 


5 


LA 


5 


5 


m 


5 


5 



Carrent EPA 
Reqalations 4 
Guideline^ 

5 
5 

*5 
2 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
1 
2 
i 
5 

^ 3 
1 
1 
3 
2 
4 
3 
4 
1 
5 
5 
5 



State Resources 
State Philosophical Required To 
Differences With Unplement and 
Intent of Federeil Administer the 



Legisjjrtlpn 



Program 



^5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5- 
4 
3 
3 

1 
2 
1 
5 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
3 
4 
2 
1 
5 
5 
4 



121 
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^£«nt Probability ' \ 
SgQ^"^ Continued Current Era 
Federal tegoiations s 
Funding Guidelines 




OR 
TX 
IK 

HO 
HT 
HD 
SD 
OT 
WY 

HI 
HV 
AK 
OR 



2 
5 
4 

3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
S 

5^ 

5 

1 

5 

5 

5 



2 

1 

S 

4 

2 

2 

1 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

1 

5 

4 

5 



2 

5 
4 
2 

1 

4 
1 



2 
5 



9 

State Phi Ipso phi 
Differences WitlT 
Intent o£ Federal 
LecisiatfSn 

1 
1 
3 
4 
2 
4 

1 

2 

4 

1 * ' 

S 

3 

3 

5 

3 

2 



State Resources 
Required Tn 
Implement and 
Agffiinister the 
Program 



4 
4 

2 

4 
1 
3 

^ 

3 
5 
3 

2 

5 



* 
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Question IC. In your opinion, what has been the major barrier, 
if any, to passage of State enabling legislation? 



CT ' The usual politics. 
ME None* 

KA Power struggle within State government* 
NH No barriers* 
RI None. ^ 
^VT No response. 
NJ Not applicable* 
NV None. 
D£ None 

MD Not applicable*^ 
PA ^ No response. 

Vh Continued Fetieral intervention with States' rights* 
WV ^ Pressure brought to avoi(3 one inore area of tjovernmental 
interference* 

fih Don't like feds, dictating programs for State to carry 
out* 

FL Concern over reactive regulation and attendant costs. 
GA Federally mandated program which was lacking in defi- 
nition by EPA* 
KV Probability, of continued Federal funding support* 
MS Federal requirement* 

^C Knowledge that it's a federally mandated program with 

insufficient federal funding* 
SC Apprehension^ regarding over^regulation. * 
TN The Legislators attitude toward £PA in general which 

is purely negative. 
XL Not applicable* 

IN Perceived misdirection of Federal pesticide programs* 
None* 

Not applicable* 

Invasion of State authority^-Philosophical differences* 
iiegislature wanted a list of restricted use pesticides 
prior to enactment to know who would actually be ef- 
fected by the legislation. Other federal programs, 
i*e* OSHA and their inability to be implemented. 
AR Not applicable* 
LA None* 

NH Loss of State'.control over pesticide usage within 

State boundaries* 
OK Resistance t^ apparent Federal take over and threats 

of funding withdrat/al* 
TX Legislature didn't appreciate Federal law mandating 

State actions* 
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We have ddequdte legislation* 
None. 

Another Federal progranS started and dropped on 'States* 
not applicable* 

Philosophical differences between State and Federal* 

Not applicable. 

Uncertainty of ePA programs* 

Legislation passed 1973* 

State already has a comprehensive pesticide regulatory 

program. 

No response* 

Conliinued Federal funding* 
No response* 

Philosophical differences between State & Federal needs. 
A stnall percentage of people not wanting new legisla-- 
tion which would increase regulatory authority* 



Question 11* Does your State have an approved State plan 
under Section 4 of FIFRA? 



yes f44) 





NJ 


AL 


SC 


OH 




SD 


OB 


MA 


0£ 


FL 


TfJ 


WI 


lA 


OT 


WA 


NH 


MD 


GA 


IL 


AR 


KS 


WV 




BI 


PA 


KY 


IN 


LA 


MO 


HI 




VT 


VA 


MS 


MI 


NM 


MT 


^ m 




m 


WV 




MN 


OK 


WO 


AK 





No f2) 



CT CA 



lA 
KS 
MO 
MT 
ND 
SD 
OT 
WY 
CA 

HI 

NV 
AK 
.OH 
WA 



Question- 12» To what ext^ntt if any* has each o£ the follow- 
ing impeded your preparation and submission of 
a plan to EPA for approval? ^ 



Key: 



1 Very Great Fixtent - 

2 Substantial or Great Extent 

3 Moderate Extent 

4 Some Extent 

5 tittle or Ro Extent 



Current Probabili 
Amount 



Federal 



CA 



Continue d 
Federal 



d C* 



Stajie Funding Funding 



4 

5 



rent EPA 
Reg^ulations & 
Guidelines 

5 



state Philosophical 
Differences With 
Intent of Federal 
Legislation 

5 

^2 



State Resourrres 
Required To 
Implement and 
Administer the 
Program 

5 
5 



Question 13^ youu opinion^ what has been the primary rea- 
son your State has not submitted a State plan 
to EPA for approval? 



CT Procrastination on formulating regulations (State) ^ 

Will submit final regs* on 1/31/79* 
Ca EPA attention to minutiae and failure to nieet review 

deadlines* 
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Question 14* Which of the following ^^est <1escribes your situ*- 
ation In entering into a cooperative enforce- 
ment agreement with EPA? 



Currently Have A Cooperative Enforcement /Agreement (32) 



CT " 


WJ 


VA . 


UC 


m 


OK 


MT 


HI 


»H 


DE 


wv 




AR 


TX 


»D 


m 


VT 


MD 






LA 


lA 


SO 


OR 


m 


PA 


MS 


MI 


m 


KS 


CA 


WA 



Had a Cooperative Enforcement Agreement But Dic3 Wot Renew (2) 
ME GA 

Have Never Had A Cooperative Enforcement Agreement (12) 

MA AL SC OH MO WV ' ' , 

RI FL IL WI UT AK 



Question 15* Overalls in your opinion^ to what extent are you 
satisfied or dissatisfied with the Implementa- 
tion of this agreements 



Keyi 

ES Extremely Satisfied 

S Satisfied 

NSD Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 

D oissatisfied 

CD Extremely Dissatisfied 



CT 


- S 


DE 




S 


' KY - 


) 

ES 


MI 


- S 


m 


- ES 


MD 




mv 


MS - 


S 


LA 


- NSD 


^ -^ ^ VT 


- S 


PA 




s 


NC - 


D 


NM 


- S 


to- 




VA 




s 


TN - 


S 


OK 


- s 


.NY 


M 


WV 




s 


IN - 


S 


TX 


- s 


lA 


- tJSD 


ND 




s 


HI - 


s 


OR 


- s 


KS 


- D 


SD 




$ 


NV - 


ES 


WA 


- s 




- S 


CA 




s 











riote* MN & AR stated implementation was just 

beginning so it was too early to comment* 
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Question 16« Overall^ to vhat extent, if any, has.each -of 
the following <3eterre<3 you from entering Into 
, "anothe'r cooperative enforcement agreement ^^Lth 
EPA? ■ - . 

^ Keyt - 

1 Very Great Extent 

2 . Substantial or Great Extent 

3 Moderate Extent 

4 Some Extent 

5 Little or No Extent 



Current Probability 
Amount Contjjjued 
Federal Pederar " 
State Fun_djLnq Punding 



m 

GA 



Current EPA 
Regulations & 
Guidelines 



State Resources 
State Philosophical Required To 
Differences With Implement and 
Intent of Federal Administer the 
tfe<Ti slat ion % Program 



Question 17« In your opinion, what is the primary reason ^ 
- your State, did not enter Into another coopera- 
tiv^e enforcement agreement with EPA? 



MB Self-supporting, 

GA Cumbersome procedures, basic differences In enforce 
ment philosophy* 



5-18 



127 



Question 



18\ Overall, t:o what extent, if any, has each of 
the following deterred you from entering ir)t'o 
a cooperative enforcement agreement? 



Key: 



1 Very Great Extent 

2 Substantial or Great Extent 

3 Moderate Extent 

4 Some Extent 

5 Little or Ho Extent 



Current 
^ount ^ 
Federal 



Probability 
Continuea 
Federal 



State Funding Funding 



tik 
Rt 
AL 
Ft 

sc 
iir 

OH 
Wt 
HO 
UT 
WY 



:> 
5 
5 
2 
4 
4 
3 
5 
3 
3 
5 
S 



Current EPA 
Regulations ^ 
Guidelines- 

' 5 .. 
5 
2. 
2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 

' 5 



State Philosophical 
Differences With 
I ntent o£ Federal 
Legislation ' 

5 
5 
1 
2 
1 
2 

, 2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
4 



Stat:e Resources 
Required To 
Implement and 
Administer the 
. Broaram 

: ^3, 

, i 

5 
2 
2 
2 
2 

^- 3 
S 
S 
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Question i9» "labour opinion^ what ts the priraafy reason 
youf^State aid not enter into a coo^rative- 
enforcemeTit, agreement? 



ciPk ' New state law not implementeO to point t/here this is 
possible* Pov^er struggltg^noted In 10 abdve will have 
to be resolved before enforcement agreements^ are pos- 
sible. . - ' 
RI Negotiating nowj didn't have the time before* 
AL ^e do not believe a viable State Pesticide Prograin- 
can be undertaken and run under rigid requirements 
mandated from^vEPA rieadquartersr Washington*' We do 
believe a^.program of cooperation can be undertaken 
where the State enforces its lawsr the £eds» enforce 
their law, on a cooperative basis, toward a common 
objective of a national pesticide program ot respon- 
s^ible pesticide usage* Not all knowledge is housed 
in D*C* Some has been '^deposited in other parts of 
the country*. 

FL Philosophical differences* EPA's first action is to 
enforce* Florida prefers to give the violator an op- 
portunity to correct before talcing an enforcement -ac- 
tion* ■ ^ J 

SC Could foresee no real benefit at present tine* Too * 
much red tape. Can continue to do the job with State 
funds* Tqo much federal interference* Federal guide- 
lines would result in inef f icierlt use of manpower and 
equipment and require extra paperwork* 

IL The early' philosophy of BPA regarding enforcement 

seemed aimed at effecting punitive action rather than 
securing compliance* ' It also seemed that the agree- 
ment would be designed to have^ the State v^rk for BPA 
not cooperate with EPA* ^ *=* J - 

OH Philosophical differences with EPA erforcemeat policy* 

WI Some of the requirements placed on the State by EPA* 
We have an effective program implemented at the pre- 
sent time and do not feel that it is necessary to al- 
ways accept someone else*s standards in order to ac- 
complish the job. We would rather contract to ac- 
complish the job than be burdened with establishing 
standards and/or systems to conform to BPA guidelines' 
when those required circumstances are no more effec-* 
tive in the management of the required tasks* Decided 
V to take on enforcement grant because the State is will 
ing to endure the problems mentioned above for addi- 
tional resources upon which to draw* 
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r 

J 



MO Unknown rec^uirements for aucJiting by Federal agency 

ana new interpretations and requirements by EPA as 

you progress into program* 
UT We don't believe ift the phila>ophy of enforcement 

.agreements* * \ 
Wlf Don*t want to be told what's good for us if we t/'Xe 

their money * 

Have not seen advantages of doing so* To so would 
create a reporting system without any tangible gains^ 



Question 20* 



Under the 1978 PIFRA amendments, will your 
State assume primary enforcement responsibility 
for pesticide use violations? 



Key: 



OY Definitely Yes 
PY Probably Yes 
U Unsure 
PW Probably No ^ 
Dtf ' Definitely ^Jo 



CT - PY 


DE 




DY 


.KY 




DY 


^ m 




PY 


lA 




DY 


ME - DY 


MD 




DY 


MS 




PY 


OH 




PY 


KS 




U 


MA * PY 


PA 




DY 


NC 




DY 


WI 




DY 


. MO 




PY 


NH - DY 


VA 




DY 


SC 




DY' 


AR 




PY 


MT 




DY 


RI -'PY 


WV 




DY ^ 


TN 




.DY 


LA 




PY 


HD 




DY 


VT'- PY 


hh 




PY 


ih 




DY 


N« 




DY 


SD 




1>Y 


NJ - DY 


FL 




PY 






DY 


OK 




DY 


UT 




DY 


NY - DY 


GA 




PY 






DY 


TX 




DY 


WY 




U 


CA - DY 


HI 




PY 


NV 




PY 






PY 


OR 




DY 


WA - DY 
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Question 21« How much positive or negative impact has each 
^ of the following had on your PIEkA program? 



Key: ' . 

Significant Positive Impact 
^ Positive Impact 
L/N Little or No Impact 
N Negative Impact 
SN Significant Negative Impact 



Lack of . Late Publication By 

Pesticide Lack of S.f EPA of Restricted 

State Disposal List Re^julations Pesticides List 



CT 


N 


L/W 


L/N 


Mfi 


SW 


SW 


SN 


MA 


SW 


W 


SP 


HH 


w 


L/N 


w 


HI 


SW 


L/N 


SW 


VT 
KJ 


w 


SN r 


w 

SN 


KY 


L/W 


SN ^ 


SN 


DE 


L/« 


L/N 


L/N 


HD 


W 


L/N 


N 


PA 




L/N 


L/W 


VA 


L/W 


L/W 


L/H 


WV 


H 


W 


SW 


AL 


L/N 


t^W 


SW 


PL 


N 


W 


W 


GA 


SW 


N 


SM 


Ky 


L/W 


L/W 


L/H 


HS 


L/W^ 


L/tl 


L/W 


HC . 


W 


^ N 


SN 


SC 


SW 


L/N 


SN 


TW 


SN 


t^N 


SN 


IL 


L/W 


L/W 


SM 


IH 


N 


N 


SW 


MI 


5tf 


N 


SN 


mi 


SW 


L/N 


SW 


OH 


L/W 


L/N 


SP 


WI 


SN 


L/N 


SW 


AR 


SW 


W 


SW 


LA 


w , 




w 


WM. 


L/W 


N 


SN 


OK 


SW ' ' 


L/W ■ 


SW 


TX 


L/M 


SW 


SN 


lA 


SW 


L/W 


SN 
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Ldck of 










CrrA or RGStr let GO 




Hi cnn^A 1 r.i 4t' 










L/ M 


L/N 


CIO 


L/N 


L/M 




MT 


N 


N 


M 


KD 






L/N 


SD 




L/N 


SN 


UT 


L/N 


L/N 


H 


WY 


W 




* N 


Ck 


L/N 


VN 


L/N 


HI 




L/N 


L/N 


m 


N 




SH 










OR 


L/N 


H 


SN 











Question 22* To what extent do you agree or disagree with 
the provision in the 1978 FIFRA amendme tts 
which gives the States the authority to approve 
pesticides to rtieet special local needs? * 



Strongly Agree i22) 



l\k 


NJ 


PA 


FL 


TN 


AR 


TX 


WY 


m 


NY 


- VA 


GA 


IH 


LA 


HT 


til 


RI 


DC 


wv 


, MS 


MI 


NH 


ND 


OR 




MD 


AL 


;jc 


oti 


OK 


UT * 


WA 


free 


tlO] 














sc 


m 


lA 


MO 


NV 








IL 


m 


KS 


CA 


AK 









Undecided <1) 
ME 

Pisaqre_e ( 3) 

CT KY SD 

Stron<^lv Disagree (0> 



Question 23* Please provide the following information regarding 
the number of professional positions in yout PXFRA 
program as of January It 1979* 



PA Positions Authorized 
PP . Positions Pilled 
NR No Response 



Note.: All numbers have been rounded* 



Question 24 , 



Xn total, how many authorized professional positions 
do you expect your program to have by October 1, 1979? 

Question 23 ^ 

' ' / ^XNumber 



' Question 24 
Numbe# Pos i t ions 





Total 
Number 


Number 
State 


100% 
Fundinq 


Number 
Federal 


10'0% ^ Jointly 
Funding Funded 


£xpec\ed I^y 
October 1, 1979 


State 


PA 


PF 


PA 


PF 


PA 


PP 


PA 


PP 






'6 


















CT 


5 ^ 




2 


2 


2 


1 


1 


6 




2 


2 






'l 


1 


0 


0 


2 


MA 


2 


2 






1 


1 


0 


0 


. 2 


NH 


S 


5 






2 


2 


0 


, 0 


2 


RX 


2 


2 






0 


0 


2 


2 


4 


VT 


4 


4 






1 


1 


2 


2 


4 


NJ 


19 


17 






15 


13 


0 


^ 0 


19 


NV' 


26 


26 






17 


17 


0 


^ 0 


37 ^' 


D£ 


3 


3 






0 


0 


2 


2 


3 


MD 


4 


4 






1 


1 


0 


0 


4*" 


PA 


23 


23 


10 


10 ■ 


1 


1 


12 


12 


23 


VA 


6 


6 


2 


2 


. 2 


2 




2 


6 




5 


5 


2 


2 


2 


2 


1 


1 


5 


AL 


6 


5 


6 


5 


0 


0 


0 


0 


6 


PL 


55 


55 


52 


52 


* 0 


0 


3 


3 


6JL 


GA 


16 


16 


16 


16 


0 


0 


0 


0 


16 



ERIC 
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Question^23 



Total 
Number 



State 

KY 
HS 
HC 
SC 
1PH 
IL 
I« 
. HI 
HN 
OH 
WI 
Aft 
LA 
HH 
OK 
TX 
lA 
KS 
HO 
HT 
HD 
SD 
UT 
tfV 
CA 
HI 
HV 
AK 
OR 
WA 



PA 

21 
24 
25 
16 
18 
4 
15 
16 
7 
8 
12 
8 
28 
7 
40 
20 
10 
8 

Vl5 
5 
5 
1 
1 
25 
9 
16 
2 
5 
13 



21 
23 
23 
13 
. 18 

3 
15 
16 

7 

8 
10 

5 
25 

7 
38 
13 
10 

8 
13 
15 

4 

4 

1 

1 
18 

8 
IS 

2 

4 . 

12-^ 



number 100%' 
State Funding 



PA 


PF 


PA 








17 


17 


0 


22 


22 


1 


20 


20 


4 


15 


12 


0 


11 


11 


7 


1 


1 


0 


6 


6 


0 


14 


14 


0 


2 


2 


0^ 


0 
12 


10 c 


0 
0 


5 


5 


3 


25 


23 


3 


4 


4 


2 


0 


0 


0 


9 


9 


11 


9 




1 


8 




0 


13 


13? 


0 


6 




9 


1 


1 


3 


3 


3 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


8 


7 


1 


14 


14 


2 


2 


2 


0 


2 


2 


2 


8 


7 


4 



number 100% 
Federal Funding 
PF 



Humbi 



er 



0 , 

0 

2 

0 

7 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

2 
0 
4 
1 
0 
0 
9 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 
4 



Jointly 
Funded 
PA PF 



4 
1 
1 
1 
0 
3 
9 
2 
5 
8 
0 
0 
0 
1 
40 

m 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

2 
1 
0 
25 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 



4^ 
1 
1 
1 
0 
2 
9 
2 
5 
8 
0 
0 
0 
1 
38 
NR 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
18 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 



Question 24 
number Positions 
Expected By 
October 1^ 1979 



23 
24 
26 
16 
2» 
' 4 
15 
16 
10-14 
10 
10 

8 
28 

8 
41 
20 
10 

8 
18 
15 

5 

5 

1 

1 
26 
10 
16 

2 

5 
12 



134 



Question Have you had an^ difficulties fillLnq authorized 

positions on a timely basis? ^ 



Yes (21) 










CT 


HO 




KY 


IL 


VT 


PA 


FL 


MS 


HI 


NJ 


W 


GA 


NC 


AR 


NO {2/) 










WE 


OE 


MI 


OK 


SO 


HA 


VA 


MN 


TX 


IS7 




SC 


OH 


lA 


WY 


HI 


TN 


LA 


KS 


AK 


NY 


IN 


' m 


HT 


WA 



HO 
NO 
CA 



HI 

m 

OR 
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Question 26« 



To what extents if anyr has each of the factors 
Listea below been an obstacle to filling positions 
on a timely basis? - ^ 



Keyi 



\- - 

ixVent 



Very Great Extent 
Substantial oir^reat Extent 
rtoderate Extent 
Some Rxtent 
Little or Uo Extent 



state 



State Salary Staff 



Ceilin<^s on State 
Authorized Wide 



State 

StaterJ/Jide Cjvil 
Persc^nnel Service 



Limited 



State 



CT 
VT 
KJ 
HO 

eA 

WV 
AL 

PL 
GA 
KY 
HS 
KC 
IL 
cWI 
AR 



5 
2 
2 
2 
1 

1 

2 

5 
4 
5 

A 



Re cruiting Residency . 

Freeze Reductions Procedures eI forts Requirement Heeded 



Perceived 
Temporary 
Availability Nature of 
of Federally 
Discipl ines Supported 
Positions 



4 

2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
3 
1 
3 



4 

3 
1 
3 
2 
1 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
1 
5 



4 

2 

3 

4 

1 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4, 

3 

5 

3 



5 




3 


. 4 


5 




*4 


1 


5 




2 


2 


2 




5 


5 


2 


* 


5 


' 3 






3 


1 


5 






5 


5- 




5 


1 


5 




5 


5 


5 




2 


2 


5 




5 


3 


5 




3 


* 2 


5 


1 


3 


3 






5 


5 


s 




5 


1 



s 



state 

Ceilings on State - State-Wide Civil 
State Authorised Wide Personnel Service 
State Salary Staf ^ 



Limited 



State 



Perce ived 
Temporary 
Availabil ity Nature ot 



Reccuitin<i Residency 

Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Heeded 



o£ 

Disciplines 



KO 
ND 
CA 
HI 
HV 
OR 



2 
4 
4 

5 
5 
3 



Federally 
Supported 
Positions 

4 

1 
4 
5 
I 

2 
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Question 27* In your opLaiorif what has been the major bar- 
rier to filling positions? 



Ca 

Ca 

(a 
(a 
Ca 

ca 

(a 

(a 

(a 



(a 
(a 
(a 

(a 



(a 

(a 

(a 
(a 
(a 
(a 

(a 

(a 



State delays in filling positions tor fiijjpSi^ial 
reasons or re^3 tape in personnel ^'ivisLons* 
personnel requirements for limited classified po- 
3 it ions » 

State Civil Servi^ce slowness (all phases) » 

State hiring practices and pol icies« 

State hiring freeze; (b) State limitations ia re- 

ct^iting« 

Low«3tate salaries; (b) Limited advancement possi- 
bilities« 

Lack ^f positions; (b) Ina<3equate State funding 
of program money needs » 

Perceived ten^orary nature of Federally supported 
posit ions« 

Inability to hire experienced personnel at the job 
classification and salary authorized uruler the 
merit system. 
Salary* 
Low salary. 

Questions regarding future funding of grant posi- 
t ions« 

Failure to assign high priority to pesticide pro- 
grams; (b) The feeling that Federal funding sup- 
port is temporary in nature. 

State budget concerns and policies on hir ing^ ( i«e« f 
personnel ceilings and residency requirements)* 
Uncertainty of Federal funding on a conti^nuing 
basis; (b) Salary structure. ^ 

Availability of qualified personnel; (b) Salary* 
Extensive travel required; {b) Ir^.adequate salary* 
State personnel Soard; (b) State hirin<j freeze* 
Freeze on hires (Departmental savings mandated by 
executive office). 

State residency requirements; (b) Limited appli- 
cations; (c) Locations of position available* 
Lack of qualified applicants. 



Question 20* 



For the two-year period ending December 3I# 
1970# please enter belov: a* the approxi- 
mate nuniber of professional staff that have 
left your program voluntarily to take employ- 
ment elsewhere; andt b* the approximate num- 
ber of those who left who had three or more 
years of experience* ^ 



Question 29* 



If you have had professional 'staff leave dur- 
ing the past two years what are the major rea- 
sons most often cited for leaving? 



Question 20 



Question 29 



Number With 



State 



Who 
Left 



3 Years 





0 * 


u 


(a> 


Better opportunities ei sew tier e* 




fx 
U 


u 






HA 


0 


0 






NH 


3 


2 


(a) 


Lapses in Federal funding and 










inexpediency in approval of 










back to back grants* 




0 


0 




VT 


0 


0 






NJ 


5 


1 


(a) 


Inability to obtain permanent 










status* 


NY 


2 


1 


(a) 


Better employment opportunities* 


DG 


0 


0 






MD 


4 


0 


(a) 


Go into private industry for 










more money* 


PA 


0 


0 






VA 


0 


0 






■ WV 


2 


0 


(a) 


New job offers; (b) More money; 








<c) 


Better advancement potential* 


AL 


0 


0 






FL 


e 


0 


<a) 


Better job opportunities* 


GA 


5 


1 


<a) 


Seeking better pay; Cb) Return^ 










ing to school* 


KY 


1 


0 


(a) 


Not applicable* 


MS 


5 


4 


(a) 


Better paying jobs* 


NC 


3 


1 


<a} 


Better salaries in private en- 










terprise and federal govern- 










ment; (b) Lack of career lad- 










der* 


SC 


0 


0 







|er|c 



-Question 28 



Question 29 



dumber with 







^ V A a *-e 




State 




1? vba t> i A n & 




xn 


1 

X 


U 


la / 


IL 


I 


0 


(a) 


TM 




1 


t <t] 


MI 


0 


0 




(In 


1 

Ir 




t a\ 
(a ) 


OH 




0" 


(a) 


WI. 


3 


2 


(a) 








<c) 


AR 


I 


1 


(a) 








fa) 

I a/ 


m 


0 


0 




OK 


^ 3 


1 


(a) 


TX 


■ 2 


2 


fa) 


lA 


4 






KS 


2 


2 




MO 


2 




fa) 


MT 


2 


0 


(a) 






r\ 
w 




SD 


3 


1 


(a) 








/el 


UT 


0 


0 


(a) 


WY 


0 


0 




CA 


'3 


1 


(a) 


HI 


0 


0 




m 


2 


0 


(a) 


AK 


0 


0 




OR 


3 


1 


(a) 


UA 


I 


1 


(a) 



Reasons Cited For Leaving 

Better paying position* 
Frustration with attempting to 
develop program without clear 
guidelines; (b) Better oppor^ 
tunity outside governntent« 
Higher salary; (b) Graduate 
school* 

Other job opportunities* 
Salary* 

Retiremei^t; (b) Advancement; 
Pursuing o.ther interests* 
Salary; (b) Fringe benefits 
associated vith Federal employ- 
ment as compared to Sta^* 
Left for more money* 

Accept other position with [f% 

increase* 

Salary* 

Advancement; (b) Interest in 

Industry; (c) More education. 

Higher pay; (b) Confusion with 

Federal intrusion* 

Better opportunities in salary 

and position* 

Entered private business* 

More money; <b) More prestige 

in nev job* 

Better jobsf (b) More money; 

"Harder" money* 

ttone* 

* 

Very few-Promotional oppor* 
tunities elsewhere* 

Better paying jobs; (b) Lure 
of private industry* 

Insufficient salary; <b> Lack 
of advancement potential* 
Changing nature of enforcentent 
program; ( b) Better salajry op- 
portunities elsewhere* 



A 
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Question 30« Have you had to terminate enployees because 
Federal funds were awar<1ed late? 



No (44) 



CT 




MV 


HS 


IN 


^ AR 


lA 


r:> 


MC 


OE 


AL 


NC 


HI 


LA 


KS 


SD 


RI 


MO 


PL 


SC 


MN 


NM 


MO 


UT 


VT 


PA 


GA 


TM 


OH 


OK 


WY 


HI 


WJ 


VA 




IL 


WI 


TX 


MT 


CA 


RV 


AK 


OR 


WA 











Yes (2) 



MA KH 



Question 31* How many employees ^*ere terminated because of 

the late award of Pe<1eral fumis an<1 how <)ld 
this impact on your: prog ran? 



MA 1 No negative Impact because State aid not have a 

FIlrRA plan* 
NH 5 Had to train ne^r enployees* 




Question 33* It applicator certification program <)rant money 
expires and is not renewed^ what action is your 
State most likely to take? 



Terminate The Program Entirely (4) 



MB TN hA CA 

Continue The Program J)n A Limited Basis (33) } 



ct 


■MA 


NH 


RI 


VT 


NY 


MD 


PA , 


VA 


WV 




OA 




MS 


NC 


IN 


MI 


- OH 


WI 


AR 


m 


OK 


TX 


lA 


KS 


MO 


MT 




SD 


tJT 


HI 





OR 

Continue'^he Program With State Funds (7> 

[^J AL WV UA 

DE SC OR 

Oth^r - Please Explain 12) 

IL Uncertain^ 

MN Continue State licensing program which was in place 
before FIFRA* 



Question 33+ Overall* how would you characterize your rela- 
tionship with EPA regional staff? 

5 



Number of States Responding 



very (Sood * 3:: 

Oood ' 14 

Neither Oood nor Bad 0 

Poor 0 

very Poor 0 
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Question 34* To what extent, if at all, do you feel the FlPA 
headquarters * staff understands the problems 
you face as a State program director in admin^ 
istering your program?* 



Number of States Responding 



Very Large Extent 
Substantial Extent 
Moderate Extent * 
Some Extent 
Little or No Extent 



3 
4 
11 
19 

7 



Question 35* Overall, ^low does the current level of RPA head- 
quarters* staff understanding of your problems 
inipact on tKe effectiveness of your program? 



Number of States Responding 



Significant Positive Impact 2 

Positive Impact 5 

Little or No Impact 19 

Negative Impact . 15 

Significant Negative Impacc 5 



Question 36. To what extent, if any# has i;PA monitoring of 
your performance under PIFRA assisted you in 
improving program performance? 



Number of States Responding^ 



Very Lairge Extent 1 

Substantial Extent - 3 

Moderate Extent 10 

Some' Extent I6 

Little ur '^o Extent 16 
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Question 37, To what extent^ if any* <3o you feel your view- 
point as a State program director is ^iven atje- 
quate consideration in the following BPft pro- 
cesses? 



Regulation Policy Makin<3 

Making process Process 

Very Great Extent 1 1 

Substantia.1 or Great Extent 3 1 

Moderate Extent "8 7 

Some Extent 21 25 

Little or No Extent 13 12 



Question 38* Please enter the names ^of the orijanizations that 
you feel best represent your views to: a, the 
uJs. Congress and/ b* the EP^* 



Or^ni nation 


U*S« Congress 


EPA 


American Association of Pesticide 


27 


20 


Control Officers (AAPCO) 






National Association of State 


17 


11 


Directors of Agriculture (tfASDA) 






State riFRA Issues Research and' 


2 


. 11 


Evaluation Group (SriRBG) 






Tarm Bureau 


3 


2 


National Agriculture Chemical 


2 


2 


Association (NACA) 






None 


2 




National ^ijricultural Aviation 


2 


2 


Association (NAAA) 






Other (Organizations name<3 only once) 


13 


11 


No Response 


2 


2 



Note; Responses not additive because 
of multiple State responses* 



Question 39* Please enter below^the name of the organUa- 
tionfs) you atre most llk«ly to contact when 
you need Information or assistance to carry 
out your program responsibilities . 



Organization 



Number of States Responding 



CPA Re <j ions 

American Association of Pesticide 

Control Officers (AAPCO) 
CPA Headquarters 
CPA 

Farm Bureau 

National Association of State 
Directors of Agriculture (NASDA) 

National Agriculture Chemical 
Association (NACA) 
'National Agricultural Aviation 
Association (NAAA) 

Cooperative Extension Service 

Industry 

State riFRA Issues Research and^ 

Evaluation Group (SFtACG) 
Other States 
National Cotton Cot^ncil 
National Ps^stlcides Control 

Association 
Other {Organizations names only once) 
None 

No Response 

Note± Responses not additive because 
of multiple State responses^ 



20 
12 

6 
4' 
4 
4 



3 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

26 

I 

0 



c 
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RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY OP 
STATE IrtPLEMEHTATIOH OF THE 
RESOURCE COHSERVATIOH AHD 
RECOVERY ACT 



STATES RESPOrtDIMG (46) 



Alabama 


. AL 




Montana 


HT 


Alaska 


AK 




[Nebraska 


NE 


Ar izotia 


y A2 




Nevada 


> KV 


Arkansas 


/ AR 




New Hampshire 


HH 


California 


CA 




New Mexico 


rm 


Connecticut j 


CT 


E 


New vork 


NV 


Delaware 


i DE 




tlorth Carolina 


«C 


Florida 1 


L 




North Dakota 


ND 


Hawa i i 


^ :ii 




Oh i b 


OH 


Idaho 


ID 




Oh lah oma 


OK 


tU inois 


^ IL 




Oregon 


OR 


IntUana 


IS 




Pennsylvania 


PA 


Iowa 


lA 




Rhode Island 


RI 


Kansas 


KS 




South Carolina 


sc 


Kentucky 


KV ' 




South Dakota 


SD 


Louisiana 


LA 




Tennessee 


TN 


Maine 


ME 




Texas 


TX 


Maryland 


MD 




Utah 


UT 


Massachusetts 


MA 




Vermont 


VT 


Michigan 


MI 




Virginia 


VA 


Minnesota 


m 




t^est Virginia 


wv 


Mississ ippi 


MS 




Wisconsin 


WI 


Missouri 


MO 




Wyoming 


wv 
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Sumy Of Sfc«t«*tttpU»»nt«tion Of 
R«CDV«ty Act , 




Gtnecal Iitatmctions 

Ihe U,s« General Accounting Office is 
Btu^liig the pn:61efns f4ced«by the States in 
ljtpl«Qtntlng «nd adalnlstering redfrtal 
«nvitiomnitftl ptogrwa* tWe purpoM; oC, this 
<7i«itionnilt?e is to ctoiin information on ywr 
prot^mO) «nd to d^tenoine the sionificance o£ 
th» pccblcns State envitcnnuital pcogrm 
wwigen. Cftoe* Me are vending similar 
^jUMtionnaim to the ditectocs .o£ the eir 
PpUutlcm;.ooritro^ drirfelng w«ter« pesticides, 
solid ^vftste' imft water pollution oonttol pcogcm 
in All so Statas as well as to thcf Administrator 
of eadi State's efin^ironmtal 

ftille the ^juections that follow an based 
latgaiy on our dlscossicns vith pcogram officials 

sevi^n States, ue have att«nptfid to provide A 
fonut that will be reaaily Adaptable to all 
States^ T* you feel that the focsnat of any 
question does i»t fit your sitoationr please add 
the ^necessary ei^lanatocy notes* Horeovir, Ceel 
it^ to.mi^ce any ^additional ooroientA on your pro^ 
grantr this questionnaire or related tqpics* 

It you have any <;Ufestlons, please call 
Donald Hunter at (617) 223-6536. 

After oonpletino the questionnaire please 
return it in the self-addressed pcsta4« paid 
cnvelq^ by January 19, 1979« 

jjglgi throughout this quest ionna ire* refers 
to the Federal Divirooi^tal Protection 
Agency, 

'Ihank you for your coqperatlon* 
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>mwCE?ffi»r OF FEDERftL PJVlBCWiyrftL FPOGSVtS 



lb what ext«nt^ if At ttlU is C4ch of the foJJcving «n ctotocle to r^witrK* yooc progrAD to 
ne«t the ot>j«t;tt:^s of RORh? fOicck one bo« pet ltn«) 




XT Declines Inpoeed 

by fiedetal leqisUtion ^ 












2* Availability of te^\noloq^_t^£u|}port 
Ped^l l«isiation 












3- ObtAining State* enai>linq ^ 
legislation ^ _^ 












4« Tinte it tAkes to issue EPA tieguiaticns { 










5- Atsount of flextbiHty in curtvnt [ 
te^ilatiocvs and-^idctlincs i 










Clarity of curmt regulations and 
9ui^llne$ 










7* Tin« it t^s E3>A tp re^xty) CO tect:bicai 

<|iiestions and int^ipiret its regulations | 
guidelines a 








3* Oi&ll^ of tussponse to technical <juesticns 
ami intetptetation of its regulations and 
sidelines 








9« Extent of oontiols Irpoeed on .the State by 








10. Fhiloeophical ditfetenoes b^twettn 
O'A and the State on progcan 
Jirlotities and objectives 


! 

1 


I 


H- Anount of Pedecal funding to 

support proqram adninlstration costs I 






12* Tlning of Federal funding to 

Vsupfjort ptDoran at^nisttation coats 


—\— 


J — ' 


13« Knowledge of ^ *^ a^n^t future Fecfc^ral funds 

to supt^rt State proot^^ ac)Qinintratlon { 
costs I 


1 


i 
\ 
1 


14« Existing State polioles to litolt , « 
all nrocram otogtJi 




: i J 

j 


i5« Amount of state finding you receive to 
support proqtjm dddnistration costs 








16- Comnt level of Fetleral funds for 
t nufrlclpalities to (leet Federal enviroct- 
nentsl requlfoirients 








17, HuTber of staff Tn 

Stste pcogcao . 




1 

♦ 


IB.. Losses of experienced 

personnel 1 ' 




t 


19. Ai>llity to fill 

personnel j^acancies ^ 








20. current training progrHaros available * j 
for State personnel ' ' ^ 








21, St>llt responSlbriity for envimn^ntal | 
pcogranfi vithln State govetn%nt i 


i 

1 


22^ current level of public support for 

environc£ntal_priogran» ; j 


1 


2J- current level oT^Ouhetnatoriai and j 
State Legislative Bupfort for environ- ■ , ' 
mental pioqra;^ * 


1 

\ 
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whtter fluhtitle C of BCR^7 tChecit one) 



STATE ^CmTO^CE OF fTORAH RESPCtarBlLTTY 

6. Dot^s your St^to ir^tend to sulrtit a S^t« or 
A^icnal -Solid Hast« Pl^r^ unti^t Subtitle 0 
of X3tA7 (Owck one) 

2* £^ Pwbabljr yes i^^tx} to OUEStiok h'> 

J* / ' 7 UnoGttAir^ 

4, £27 Probably r>o 

£27 O^fiMtely ro ^ 

OvQtult, to what extents if wy, does «ad) 
of the follot^inq factors contribute to your 
State's decision not to siibnit a State or 
)^ fegicnal Solid ^te Plar^? (Chec)^ one boK 
\ for each) 



X* Current amount ot Fc<lera) 
funding 












2, Probability of continued 
Federal funding s^^port 












S* Current B>A regulations 
and quide lines 












4+ State E:!hilO(5<:f)hlcaL 
differences with intent 
of Federal legislation 












S* St^te resources requrred 
to irplenent and ad* 
minister tht^^txigran 








\ 


St«t« enabling legis- 
lation needed 




1 



10- ^ your opinion^ .yhat is the prwiary reason 
your State will not subf^lt a State or 
I^tonal Solid Uaste PUh7 (Plea^ explain) 



CO TO OUTSTICW 14> 



K 7 Definitely 

2, / ' 7 Probably yes 

J- / ' 7 Uncertain J 

4- / 7 Prtbably no 

£27 Definitely no 



12- ^Ov^rallt to wbat extent* if any* does ead> 
of the following factors contribute to yoac 
State's deci?tion not to a<4^inister anrt 
enforce a llaxatdous ^^te progt^? (Check 
one boot for eadt) 




K current arcunt of Fectetal 
fundi no 


< 










2- Probability of ocntlnued 
Federal f undine^ supoort 












3- Current EPA cegulations 
and ^idelineft 












4« State (4)ilciGCf:blcai 
differences with intent 
* of Federal legislation 












&, State resources required 
to iii>ler«nt and Ad- 
tninister the program 












6- State enabling leois-t 
lation needed 




j 

1 





11- in your cplnton ^t is the primary reason 
your State does not plan to ac^lni<tt«r and 
enforoe a Hazardous J*iste Pmqran? 



t 



BEgJlATlOKS 

14^ Hc^ poch poAitive or neoative irriact has the 
lack of final CPA requlaticns had on your 
-RCRA proqram plAnning? (Check one) 

1- / 'Significant positive inract 

2* £27 Pc«itive irr^ct 

J* / ' 7 Little or nn irpaet 

4- £27 f*e9«tive ii^pact 

5. / ' 7 _ Si<iniffcant neqative irvwt 
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IS. 



1 

2 

4 

S 
X6. 



19. 



How tnxti poditivfr or neoativ^ ijTp»ct h^s the 
DO^ t«qulresnent that each St^te mat 
, t«oeive at least w half pftircent of Ufe 
total ajAiual grants for solid waste plan- 
ning had on your RCRA ptoorafn? {Check qr>e) 

/ ' 7 Significant pot^lUve ii!pact 

/ ' 7 Positive iirpact 

/ / Little ot not impact 

J Negative Impact 

/ ' 7 SigniEicant negative intact 

Please pcovide the follwing infc>cmation re^ 
gatding the nuntier o£ professional positions 
in ycur DCRA prog»n> as ot January If 1979. 
{Chter ruci^ts in space prc>^/ided# if none# 
enter 0} 



Positions 
Author ited 



Positions 
FiiUd 



IbtAl nuiber 

Nirber 100% 
State funding 

Nurber 100% 
Federal furding 

Nwjter jointly 
funded 



17* 



In totals hou^ tnany authorized professional 
positions d> you expect your program to have 
by October 1, 1979? (Enter total ncirber of 
positiois) 

Wurtber positions 



To what extentf if any# has each ^£ the 
following been an obstacle to fillinq 
positions on a tir^ly basis? tOied; one 
box per line) 




1. state salary 
structure 












2* Oeili^qs on 
authorised staEf 
levels 












3. Statewide freeze 
on all hirings 












4. Statewide personnel 
reductions 












5. State Civil 

Service Prooedures 








< 
J 


6. Limited recruitino 
efforts 












7. State residency i 
re<3uiren(&nt f 










Availability of | 
disciplines needed ' 










9. Perceived terqrarary | 1 
nature of Pederaliy ' 
suppotted positions ^ j 








H 
1 



20* m your cpinion what has been the major 
barrier to fiUin<} positions? 



la* Kay^ you had any difficulties f lUinn 
authorized positions on a tiii^ly basis? 
tCheck one) 



Ves 



tio (GO TO oaEsriaj 21) 



21* For the tho year period ending Decenl^r 31# 
197$# Please enter below: a. the appro^cinate 
nimber of profepaional staff that have left 
your progran voluntarly to take erployinent 
elsewt^ref and b. the aft^roximate nurber oE 
these *4«> left who had three or more years 
of experience. (Enter nunbers in ^ces 
provided* iE none, enter 0) 



Kuflber who left 

t^trber who left with three or 
rore years experience 
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22< If you hav^ bad rcofe^s^ional staff leave 

dutring the past two ywi:^ what are the ma^c 
reascfts noet often cited for l^avinq? 



EPA-gEAaE RELATtOMSHlPS 

23* Owrall hov lAxild you diacactecize youc 

latlcnship with EPA iggional staff? <Cbeck 
one) 

I* /~f Vfety good 

2. £27 Good 

3. f~) Neithec good nor bad 
/ 7 Pcor 

5* / / V^ty poor 




24. lb what extents if at all« do you feel the 
ERA headqujtt^ts' staff understands the 
probiens you face as a State ptogr^a 
director in adidnistering your program? 
(Check crvel 

1. /_ly Very Urge extent 

2r /Tiy Substantial extent 

3. / ' 7 ttoderate extent 

4- / ' 7 Sate extent 

5- Z 7V Little or no extent 



25* Oreralli how does the current level of EPA 
headquarters* staff orrferstanding of yoor 
pcoblerfi inpact on the effectiveness of your 
ptcqtam? <Q>eck one) 

Ir / ^ Sictnlfica]>t positive iji^aact 

2, / ' 7 Pt«itive yrpact 

3, f~) Uttle or no kpact 
^ 4, /~f ^^tivc iirpact 

5, Significant negative iitpact 

26- ^ what extenti if aivy, has Ei^ft altering 
of your perfotmance under fiCRA assisted you 
in iirprovlng program perfotnanoe? <Chech 
onej 

1- / ' 7 Very lar^e extent 

2- rZJ Schstar.tial extent 
2- rZJ ttcderate extent 

4r / Soce extent 

Sr /^Z / Little or no extent 



27. 



To what extents if any* do you feel yoar 
viewpoint as a State prograra director is 
given adequate considetation in the fol- 
lowing EPA processes? (Check one box per 
line] 




i. KegulatLon r^afciiM 
process 










\ 


2, Policy maXinq 

ococess I 








n 





23- 



Please enter the names of the ocqanizations 
that you feel best represent your views -to*, 
a. the UrS. Congress; arid, b* U>e EFA. 



CPA 



Onr>ocess 



29. 



rtdr% the or9anization<s] you are rest lively 
to cont^t vtien you need mfomaticn or 
assistance to carry out your pcogran re^ 
sponsinilitiesi 
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ylf^you hmm ary additicntl ooMfttt en jny of tl)^ Itw 1a the 9M«tlonnalrt»f or ztlatid tqplc^^iicifl 
rw w rtt plAM iM tht w^tiC% btlon «ndl «ai}itiontI pagts If ntoMSAcy* %*nX you foe yQ«rr f^l 
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tESPOKSES TO QUEST lONNA IRES 



Question 6. 



To what extent, it at all, is oach of the follow** 
xng an' obstacle to mahaging your program to meet 
the objectives or RCra? ^Check one box per line) 

Total Response; 46 




1« De*dlinfts l>rpoc«d 
b)tr«^ral l«3iilarxon 


6 


.9 


1 ji 
14 


'V , 

1 1 


0 


2r AvaUai>ility of r«chnology to tuppott 


4 


6 


19 


fo 


7 




6 


10 


12 


6 


12 


4.. Tine it tAkei to ii&ue CPA tv^ifUtions 


26 


13 


3 


3 


1 


5* Aitount o£ flcxiK>ility in current £PA 
r«<{tiUttans AnA Quidelinei 


? 


1? 


18 


0 


2 


CUricy ot current EPA ttgaUtwna and 
_gui6eii^s 


6 


15 


9 


w 


6 


7« Tie* it t^ci EPA to nipond to tcctutical 
<|vnti«ctt And interpret t«quUri«rv;5 «nd 
90 icSc lines 


5 


11- 


}} 


1 1 

1 1 


7 


IT, ^Hty o( EPA T^spcn$c to tecrnicai queitioos 
And li>t«cpT«t«tion c£ it£ v^'jlbtioM «nd 


1 


13 




6 


10 


^ Ejctent of contcois iTfxa^ on the S^tc by 
CA 


10 


10 


15 


8 


3 


A»3 the std^c or> Pto^a^ 
priorttici kv) o03*<:t*v*« 


7 


14 


"10 


5 


10 


ll» ArChint o£ Fe^er^t funding to 

«i«30e>rt (KTOarari #±unis^r«tiOf: costs ^ 


15 


10 


12 


7 


2 


12* Tmxftg ot Fe^raL to 

iiffifort groorATi a<±ninistration costs 


s 


17 


11 


5 


5 


J3* JtinoHlcdge ot the the Arcun? future Federal funds 
to vupport StAte |rnigr«ns ^lni£tr«ti<^ 

CO«tft 




9 


8 


3 


3 


14* Existing 5t«te poUciei to Hffixt 
mil pR3^4fn attvt^ 


7 




9 


14 


S 


IS, AffOunt of St^te funding you receive to 
tt^pcoct PtLJCiia^^ At^nistr««tioft costs 


8 


9 


16 


6 


7 


16« Q>r«n; level cC Fe^lerai 6indd tor *^ 
wnicipilitiei to rvet Federal environ- 
mntAl t«ouir«r«nti 


20 


6- 


TO 


2 


8 


hxrtmr ot ftt^fiC in 
StAte Ptoow 


10 


]?. 


13 


10 


1 


1B« i£«Eei of experienced 
personnel 


6 


7 


13 


11 


9 


Jd, AbiUty to £iU 
personnel vacancies 


9 


10 


13 


9 


5 


current training pmgrar^ Available 
for StAte personr.d 


3 


13 


15 


13 




21« £pUt responsibility for enviromentai 
pro^HftrB vithin stste Qov^tmient 


1 


6 


9 


12 


IS 


23* Qinent level ot public support tot 
•nvitcrasnCAl prodrAms 


3 


9 


9 


18 


7 


^3* current ievel oi Gobematorial «nd 
GtAte t*9iftlative tupport for environ- 
■tntal Proqr Am 


2. 


9 




10 


n 
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Question 8* Does your State intemi to submit a State or Re- 
gional Solid Waste Plan under Subtitle D RCRA? 



De£injSfelv Yes (31) - 



CT / 








MI 


OK 


SO 


NV 


MB 


/ VT 




MS 


WI 


TX 


- UT 


AK 


HA 


NY 


/ AL 


sc 


AR 


■ ME 


AZ 


ID 


m 


D£ 


PL 


IL 


LA 




HI 





Probably Yes {13) 

PA HQ m ut\ m wy ks 

J WV TW OH I7V ND OR 

Uncertain (1) 
CA 

Probably No '1) 
IN 

Definitely Ho (0) 
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Question 9* Overallr to what extents If any* does each of ttie' following 
^factors contribute to your State's <1ecision not to submit a 
State or Regional Solid Waste Plan? 



Key: 

1^ Very Great Extent 

2* ' Substantial or-Great isxtent 

3^ Moderate Extent 

4* Some Extent 

Little or no extent. 



Current Probability 

Amount continued Current EPA State Philosophical 
Ped_eral Federal , Regulations D ifferences w/Intent 



State Resources 



State Funding Funding 



Required to Implement State Enabling 

& Administer the Legislatj^on 

& Guidelines of Federal Legislation Program Needed * 



IN 
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Question 10* In your opinion/ what i.s^ttie primary reason your 

State will not sxjbmit a State or Regional Solid 
Waste Plan? [ 



lU Insufficient fum!ing levels for local agencies to prepare 



plans & stiff Federal requirementd to commit to do several 
activities ,the full nature ^ extent of -which are ^ot known 
at this time 



I 

Question 11* Does your State plan to administer and enforce 
a Hazardous W^st«e Management prbgra^n under Sub- 
title C of RCRA? 



Definitely Yes (25) 

SC MN ?X 

TN WI KS 

IL AR ME 

IN^ LA SD 

MI OK A2 

Probably Yes (13) 

tJH FL HM MO m CA ID 

VT OH lA MT UT HV 

Uncertain (7) ^ 

MD VA WV OR 

PA WV . HI 

Probably Uo (l) 

AK 

Definitely No { 0) 



CT OE 

ME AL 

MA KY 

'^I ' MS 

NY NC 
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Question 12 * Overall, to what extent, if any* does each of the following 

^ factors contribute to your State's decision not to administer 
and enforce a Hazardous Waste program? 



Ke^s 



1* Very Great Extent 

2« Substantial or Great Extent 

3« KoOerate Extent 

4« Some Extent 

5« Little or No Extent 



Current Probability * 
Amount Continue d Current, EPA State Philosophical 

Regulations Differences w/lntent 



St^te Resources 



Federal Federal 
State Funding Funding 



Required to Implement State Enabling 

s Administer the Legislation 

& . Guidelines of Federal Legislation Program Needed 



AK 



> 5 
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Question 13« In your opinion^ wh^t is the primary reasoa your 

State does not plan to administer and enforce 
a Hazardous Waste Program? 



AK Too much effort for too little gain. 



Question 14* How much positive or negative impact has the 

lack of final EPA regulations had on your RCRA 
' program planning? 



Significant Positive Impact (0) 
Positive Impact (4) 

PA AL LA MT ^ ^ 

Little or Mo Impact (6) 

ME HS HI MA MN ID 

Negative Impact (20) 

VT MD KY OB KS WY AK 

NY VA TN AR MO , A3 OR 

DE m IL I A UT * MV 

Significant Negative Impact (16) 

CT NC -m ND ' NB SC 

OK SD RI IN TX 

CA FL MI NE WI 
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Question 15^ How much positive or negative impact has the 
RCftA requirement that each State must receive 
at least one halt percent oE the total annual 
tyrants for soli<l waste planning had on your 
RCRA program? 



Significant Positive Impact (2j 

SD AK 
Positive Impact (13) 



Negative Impact (3) 

SC CA NV 

Significant Negative Impact (Q) 



AZ 





AI 


VA 


NM * 


ND 


WY 


in 




Little 


or No 


Impact (28) 










CT 


D£ 


AL 


T^J 


* «N 


LA 




ME 


MD 


FL 


IL 


OH 


OK 




MA 


PA 


• KY 


IN 


WI 


TX 




MY 


UV 


MS 


MI 


AR 


'I A 



.ID 



KS 
MO 



6-JL5 
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nc 
Sc 

IL 
HI 

r Mir 

OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 

m 

OK 
TX 
lA 
KS 
»0 
HE 
«T 
FfD 
SD 
OT 

wy 
^z 

CA 
HI 
MV 
AK 
ID 
OR 




Question 16 



3$ 30 

36 34 

109 77 

20 14 



41 
31 



13 
13 
9 
16 
S8 
10 
6 
27 
10 
7 
5 
7 
7 
5 
12 



27 
25 



28 24 
77 44 



11 

5 
7 
13 

5 
24 
8 
7 
5 
5 
6 
5 
12 



110 95 
4 4 



Number 100% 
State Funding 
PA PF 



5 
10 
14 



5 
9 
10 



33 27 



11 

27 
17 
40 
0 
27 
15 
0 
54 
8 
5 
5 
6 
26 
0 
0 
8 
0 
0 
1 
4 
3 
0 
3 
60 
NR 
■ 2 
8 
0 
24 



11 
24 
16 

37 

0 
27 
X5 

0 
36 

7 

5 

4 

6 
26 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

1 

3 

3 

0 

3 

FfR< 
MR 

2 

7 

0 
20 



[dumber 100% 
Fetieral Fundin g 



PA 

5 
8 
21 
69 
0 
14 
14 
0 
23 
4 
0 
2 
12 
22 
0 
0 
19 
0 
0 
4 
2 
4 
0 
9 
20 
MR 

1 

0 
9 



PF 

0 

6 
Ifi 
40 

0 

0 

8 

a 

3 

0 

1 

7 
18 

0- 

0 
16 

0 

0 

i 

1 

3 

0 

9 

m 
m 

3 

1 

0- 
7 



Question 17 

Mumbe? Mufflber Positions ^ 

Jointly Expected by 

Funded October 1. 1979 
PA PF 



0 0 18 

0 0' 37 

0 0 41 

0 0 124 

20 14 27 . 

0 0 51 

2 2 29 

2G 24 34 

0 0 77 

1 ' 1 25 
8 0 11 

2 2 9 
0 0 21 

10 8 60 

10 8 10 

6 5 8 
0 0 32 

10 8 10 

7 7 8 

0 0' .5 

1 1^ "^9 

0 0 

5 5 5 

0 0 16-20 

10 MR 100 

MR MR 4 

0 0 9 

1 i 11 
14 10 14 

0 0 34 
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Question 16* Pleaae provide the following information regarding the number 

of professional positions in your rCra program as of January It 
19 79* 



Key: 



PA ^ Positions Authorized 
PF Positions Pilled . 
tfo Response 



Mote: Numbers Have Been Rounded 

Question 17* In totalf how many authorized professional positions do you 
expect your program to have by October 1# 19^9? 



Question 16 Question 17 

^Number Number Positions 





Total 


Number 


100% 


Number 


100% 


Jointly 


Expected by 




Number 


state 


Funding 


Federal 


Funding 


Funded 


October 1, 1979 


State 


£A 


PF 


PA 


.?F 


PA 


. PF 


PA 


PF 




CT 


19 


17 


NR 


NR 


NR 


m 


NR 


NR 


19 


HG 


5 


2 


0 


0 


5 


2 


0 


0 


7 


»A 


23 


18 


J4 


11 


9 


7 


0 


0 


23 


NH 


^ 7 


7 


3 


3 


4 


4 


0 


0 


9 


RI 


5 


3 


0 


0 


0 


0 


5 


3 


5 


VT 


6 


6 


0 


0 


0 


0 


6 


6 


8 


NY 


107 


90 


44 


38 


^ 6? 


52 


0 


0 


118 


DE 




3 


1 


1 


5 


2 


0 


0 


6 


MD 


13 


13 


4 


4"* 


9 


9 


0 


0 


17 


PA 


30 


28 


2 


2 


2 


0 


26 


26 


4 2, 


VA 


13 


7 


11 


6 


2 


*1 


0 


0 


13 


WV 


11 


9 


6 


6 


5 


3 


0 


0 


9 


AL 


14 


12 


3 


3 


10 


e 


1 


1 


14 


PL 


26 


22 


0 


0 


0 


0 


26 


22 


36 


KY 


63 


49 


NR 


NR 


0 


0 


NR 


NR 


74 


»S 


11 


10 


3 


3 


8 


7 


0 


0 


14 
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Question 18^ HavQ you had any difficulties filling authorized 
positions on a timely basis? 



^ tes (40) 





VT 


VA 


MS 




LA 


KS 


UT 




«Y 


WV 


NC ^ 


MI 


NH 


m 


WY 


MA 


OR ^ 


AL 


SC 


OK 


OK 




CA 


NH 




PL 


TN 


\n 


TX 


HT 


HI 


RI 


PA 


KY 


IL 


AR 


lA 


SO 


ID 



Ho {6) 



D£ 

m 



NV 
AK 
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Question 19. To vhat extents if anyt has each of the folloving jbeen an 
obstacle to filling positions on a timely basis? x 



Key: 



1, Very Great Extent 

2* Substantial or Great Extent 

3* Moderate Extent 

A , Some Extent 

5, Little or «o Extent 



State 



Ceilings State - State 

On State -* wide Civil 

Authorized wide Personnel Service 



State Salary Staff Free^se Reductions Procedures Ef for 



Perceived 
temp^:>rary 
Avaijabi lity nature of 
Limiteti State of Federally 

Disciplines supported 
posj^tiOn_s 



Recru 



CT 

HE 

MA 

m 
Ri, 

VT 
«Y 
MD 
PA 
VA 
WV 
AL 
FL 
KY 
MS 
»C 
SC 
TN 
IL 



ting Residency _ 
s Requirement Heeded 



5 
A 
5 
5 

h 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
-> 

5 
3 
5 
A 

5 . 
A 



Ceilings 

On State " 
State Authorized wi<]e 
State Salary Staff Freeze 



IN 


2 


5 


5 


HI 


3 


4 


4 


OH 


1 


3 


5 


* HI 


' 2 


5 


5 


AR 


1 


2 


4 


LK 


1 


' 4. 


5 


!}M 


3 


3 


3 


OK 


2 


2 


5 


TX 


I 


5 


5 


lA 


1 


1 


5 


KS 


2 


4 . 


5 


MO 


2 


5 


S 


NE 


3 


5 


5 


MT 


2 


1 


1 


SD 


2 


2 


2 


UT 


4 


4^ 


5 


WY 


1 


5 


5 


CA 


5 


5 


2 


HI 


5 


5 


5 


ID 


\" 


5 


5 


OR 




5 


3 



State - State 

wide Civil Limited 

Personnel Service Recruiting 
Reductions Proctfdures Efforts 

5 2 3 

5' 2 2 

3 2 3 
5 2 4 

4 4 3 

5 3 5 
5 4 3 
5 5 5 
5 5 4 
5 4 5 
5 4 4 
5 5 4 
15 5 
5 5 5 

4 4 3 

5 5 5 
5 5 5 
5 2 5 
5 5 5 
5 ) 4 



Perceived 
temporary 
Availability nature of 



State of rede rally 
Resjdej^cy Disciplines supported 

ReqlTltement Heeded positions 

5 2 5 

5 2 3 

5 5 4 

3 2 5 

5 3 4 

5 2 2 

5 4 3 

5 2 2 

5 2 4 

5 2 1 

5 1 3 

5 3 4 

5 2 5 - 

5 3 1 

5 2 3 

5 2 1 

5 15 

5 5 5 

5 5 2 

5 3 4 

5 2 3 



Question 20* In your opinion^ vhat has been the major barrier 
to filling positions? 



CT 



MA 

»H 
Rl 
VT 
NY 

MD 

PA 
VA 

WV 
AL 
FL 
KY 
MS 

NC 

SC 

7N 
IL 

IN 

MI 

OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 

m 

OK 

?x 



(a) Low salary for <^ualified professionals; (b) Statewide 

freeze (tenporary) , 
(a) ^on-conpetitive state salaries— *3 Federal positions 

have been vacant for an average of 7 months because 

State cannot find people willing to accept low salary* 
ta) State Civil Stjrvice procetlures; (b) State salary 

structure* 
(a) Tentporary status of job* 
(a) Availability of disciplines* 

(a) Some difficulty in filling midr^le management positions* 
(a) Delays In obtaining £PA program grant with subsequent 

delay in establishing positions* 
ta) State salary structure? (b) State Civil Service pro* 

cedures* 
(a) Freeze policies* 

(a) State salary structure; (b) Availability of pro- 
fessional skills* 

(a) Salaries; (b) Civil Service proceOures« 

(a) Salary; (b) state funding availability, 

(a) State Civil Service procedures, 

(d) Low salaries; (b) independable Federal funiing- 

(a) Our State Classification Commission; (b) Budget 
COinmi55 ion * 

(a) Delays in receiving £PA awarJ notice coupled with the 
State's inability to responO quicicly to personnel needs* 

(a) Lack of time on the part of exifsting staff to recruit 
and evaluate applicants. , 

(a) Salaries* 

(a) Qualified personnel willing to work at present salary 
rate, 

ta) Salary; (b) Availability of specific disciplines; (c) 
State personnel procedures and assistance* 

la) State Civil Service — regulatory requirement**; lb) 
Qualifications of applicants* 

la) State salary structure- 

(a) Tedious procedures that most be followed* 

(a) State salary structure; lb) Ceilings on staff levels. 

(a) Low State sal^aries. 

ia) Internal rej tape; (b) State personnel regulations* 
(a) Inadequate salaries; lb) Lack of individuals with 
expertise* 

(a) Lack of qualified applicants; lb) ^k>n'-availability of 
disciplines needed- 
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t 

lA <a) Ceilings on authorized st&tt; (b) Federal Pun<1ing; 

(c) Salary structure* ' 
KS (a) State salary structure; Jb) The availability of fUs- 

ciplines neede<1« 
MO (a) Low State salary* 
HE (a> Available disciplines* 

MT' (a) Statewide freeze; (b) Temporary nature of Federally 

supported positions: (c) Ceilings on authorize<3 staff 
levels; (d ) Statewide personnel reduction* 
SO (a> Lack of competitive salary; <b) Location of job* 
OT (a) Funding stability; (b) RCRA funds; (jc) State tax 
ref orm> 

WV (a) Salary; (b) Finding qualified^ experienced people^ 
CA (a> Statewide freese on all hirings* 
HI (a) State Civil Service procedures* 
10 (a) Salary; <b) Disciplines needed* 

OR (a) Cumbersome Civil Service procedures; (b) Lack of good 
applicants willing to work at State salaries and for 
"government" in generals 
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Question 21 



Question 22« 



For the two year perio<l ending December 31* 1978* 
please enter belowt (a) the approximate nomber 
of professional staff that have left yoor program 
volontarily to take empioyntent elsewhere^ and (b) 
the approximate nomber of those who left who ha<? 
three or more years of experience^ 

If you have had professional staff leave Coring 
the past two years* what are the fflajor reasons 
most often cited for leaving? 



Question 21 



Question Z2 



state 



CT 



me: 

MA 

m 

VT 
NY 



DE 
HD 
PA 

Vk 

wv 

AL 
FL 
KY 
MS 
NC 



SC 



Number 

Who 

Left 



with 

3 Years 

ExperLence 



0 
1 
4 

4 

3 

1 

0 
17 
3 
1 



2 
0 
0 

0 
2 
3 



0 
0 
4 

3 
2 

0 
0 
12 
0 
0 



Reasons Cited for Leaving 

(ay More challenging opportunities 
in energy field; (b) Head spe- 
cific sections of other States' 
programs; (c) Higher salaries* 

(a) Money* 

(a) Civil Service; (b) Salary, 

(a) Other higher paying State job) 

(b) Private company, 

(a) To^seek private business ventures, 
(a) Higher salaries in ind^istryj (b) 

Better prospects for advancement 

elsewhere* 

(a) Take better job (salary)* 
(a) Salary , inadequacies; (b) promo- 
tion Ximi tat ions 
(a) Salary 

(a) Salary; (b) Frustration with 

overall support, 
(a) Salary* 

(a) Better salary opportunities* 
(a) Salaries , 

ia) Seeking a oositioji requiring 
greater engineering detail and 
less administrative duty, 

(a) More money; (b) .Opportunities 
for Overall professional growth. 
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QuestionV^ Question 22 

ttumber With 
Who 3 Years 



State 


Left 


Experience 




Reasons Cited for Leavinci 


TN 


3 


^ . 2 


(a} 


Salaries-;-witb liltle bope for 


IL 








improvement* 


17 


2 


(a) 


Expand horizons ; ( b) More money* 


IH 


5 


2 


(a) 


Salary? (b) Advancement; (c) per- 










sonal f ul f illmen t « 


HI 


4 


1 


(a) 


Different positions? (b) More 










salary; (c) Private enterprise 


MfJ 


10 


' 4 


U) 


Got better* higher paying jobs* 


OH ^ 


3 


3 


(a) 


Higher salary; (b) Greater op- 










portunity for advancement* 


WI 


:,o 


10 


(a) 


Salary* 


AR 


7 


2 


(a) 


Better pay? (b) New program op- 










portunities* 


LA 


1 


1 


(a) 


Better pay* 




4 


1 


(a) 


oissat isf ication* 


OK 


6 


5 


(a) 


For better paying positions; (b) 










To work in an area better suited 










to their. educational background* 


TX 


5 


2 


ia) 


Better opportunities; (b) Promo- 










t ion^ 


lA 


0 


0 






KS 


1 


1 . 


(a) 


Lack of opportunity for personal 










advancement* 


HO 


2 


2 


(a) 


Law salary; (b) Future opportuni- 










/ties* 


UE 


1 


1 


(a) 


Better job offers; (b) Money, 










responsibili ty f etc« 


MT 


2 


2 


(a) 


Frustration because of EP^ re- 










quirements that have slowed 










solid waste progress consider* t 










ably Ln this State; (b) Lack of 










enforcement on both the State & 










local level* 


MD 


0 


0 




f 


SO 


5 


J 


(a) 


Better offers*/ 


UT 


2 




(a) 


E^mployment adyancement* 


m 


. 0 


0 








2 


0 


(a) 


5etter job opportunity (perman- 










ent status^^hL'jher pay). 


CA 


10 


5 


(a) 


Temporary positions endings (b> 










Move to private industry; (c) 










Advancement « 


HI 


0 


0 







let) 
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Question 21 



Question 22 



Mumber With 

Who 3 Years 

State Left ^perience Reasons Cite^l for Leaving 

WV 1 1 (a) More noney* 

IKK 2 0 (a) Flo response^ 

10 5 5 (a) To .enter the private sector of 

business* 

OR 0 0 



Question 23* Overall* how would you characterize your^rela*- 
tionship with EPA regional staff? 



MuRber of States Responding 

Very Good 20 
Good 20 
tJeither OoOrl nor 3ad 4 
Poor 1 
Very Poor 1 



Question 24^ To what extent* if at all* do you feel the RPA 

hea/lquarters* staff iinilerstands the problems you 
face as a State proqran director in administering 
your proyrai:!? 



Number of States Responding 

Very Larcje nxtent 0 

Substantial Extent 3 

Moderate Extent * 11 

£>one Fixtent 10 

Little or wo Extent 13 



Question 25/ Overalls how does the current level ot BPA head- 
quarters* staff unOerstandln^ of your problems 
impact on the cffecti^veness oE your p.rogram? 



^Ulmber of States Responding 



Significant Positive Impact 0 

Positive Impact 6 

Little or »o Impact 8 

Negative Impact 26 

Significant »eg<itive Impact 6 



Question 26* To what extent, if any* has F.PA n»onitoring of 

your performance uncler RCKh assisted you in im- 
proving program performance? 



Number of States Responding 



Very Large Extent 0 

Substantial Extent 2 

Moderate Extent 9 

Some Extent 14 

Little or No Extent 21 



Question 27* To what extents if any, do you feel your view- 
point as a State program cJirector is given ade- 
quate consideration in the following eFA pro- 
cesses? 



Regulation Policy 
Making Making 
Process Process 

Very Great Extent 
Substantial or Great Extent 
Moderate Extent 
Some Extent 
Little or no Extent 



0 
5 
9 
19 
12 



0 
2 
8 
18 
17 
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Question 20. Pl^a^e enter the names of the organizations that 

you feel best represent your views to: a* the 
(J*S* Congress ant! the EPA* 



Organizations U>S> Congress EPA 

National Governors Association (NGA) 11 / 11 

Hone 12 8 

Congressional Delegation 4 0 
EPA ^ .30 

EPA Regional Staff 0 2 

National Solid Waste Management I 1 
Assoc lat ion iNSWMA) 

^ State Agencies 2 4 

Other (Organizations name^} only once) 3 8 

No Response 1 0 



Note: Responses are not a<30itive ^lue to multiple State 
response 3 » 



Question 29. Hame the organisat ion(3) you are most likely to 
contact when you neet! information or assistance> 
to carry out your program responsibilities^ 



Organizations States Responding 

EPA Regions 20 

EPA 16 

National Governors Association (HGA) 13 

Counterpart agencies in other states 7 
Natior\al Solid Waste Management 

Association (NSVJMA) 5 
Association oC State & Territorial SoliO 

Waste Management Officials (ASTSHMO) 2 

Other (Organizations named only once) 16 

Nor\e I 



Wote! Responses are not additive due to multiple State 
response s> 



I 
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TABLE OF CONTENTS 









Page 


States Responding 


7-2 


Questionnaire 




7-3 


Question -6 






7-9 


Question 7 






7-10 


Question 8' 






7-11 


Questions 10 




11 


7-12 


Question 12 






7-13 


Question 13 






7-15 


Question 14 






7-17 


Question 15 






^-21 


Question 16 






7-22. 


Question 17 




19 / 


7-23 


Questions 18 


6 


7-25 


Questions 20 


6 


21 


7-27 


Question 22 






7-28 


Question 23 






7-29 


Question 24 






7-31 


Questions 25 


6 


26 


7-33 


Questions 27 


6 


28 


7-35 


Questions 29 1 




30 6 31 


7-36 


Questions 32 


6 


33 


7-37 



7-1 



173 



RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY OF 
STATE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
SAFE DRINKINC. WATER ACT 



STATES RESPONDING {4Q) 



Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California^ 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Del awa re 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois^ 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Mar/Iand 

Michigan. 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 



AK 
kZ 
AR 
CA 
CO 
CT 
,DE 
FL 
HI 
ID 
IL 
lA 
KS 

Ky 

LA 
ME 
MD 
MI 
MN 
MS 



Mis.^our i 
Mon t^na 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
rfew Mexico 
Wew york 
rforth Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio , 
Oklahoma 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 



HO 
MT 
N£ 
NV 

m 

NJ 
NH 

Ny 

NC 
NO 
OH 
OK 
RI 
SC 
TX 
VT 
VA 
WA 
WV 
Wl 
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CEHtRAL ACCOUt^m OFFICE 

Sucv«y Of Gt*tt lc9pUm^nUtiort Of 
The S«fe Dcinklng Wdtec Aet 




4he UtS, Genecal Accounting Office is , 
stud/ing the ptoblems f^aoed^by the State's in 
inplottnting and dthtinistecirfeg Fedecal 
wircKVEnt^l ptogrera* The putvose oC thU 
quest iocwftite is to obtain infonnation your 
program^} and to determine the significance of 
the pi:obl«ms state envritorriental ptuTrnam 
managers face^ ate sending sinilar . 
<juestic(iinaires to the diiectors of th& air 
pollution oontrolr <lritiking wat^r* pesticides* 
solid ^ast^ and watec pollution control progran-iS 
in all SO states as i^ell as to the a<tnini^trator 
of eact) staters environmental agency, 

Wiile the questions that follow are based 
iar9ely on oor discuf^icns with program officials 
in seven states, we have'attenpted to provicW a 
focroat that will be readily adaptable to all 
States^. If you feel that the format of any 
question dees not fit yoor situation, please add 
the necessary explanatory notes, Moteovecr feel 
free to raaXe any additional consents on your pro* 
gra^r this qxiestionnaire ot related topics* 

tf you have any tjuesticnsr please call 
Donald Huntec at (617) 223~<536* 

After conpleting the <iuestionnaire please 
return it in the self-addresset' postage paid 
envelqpe by January 1575, 

r 

WQgEt Throughout thts quest ionna iter EPA refers 
to the Federal Environmental Protection 
Agency, 

Thahlt yoo f^or your cooperation. 

1* Please provide the nane* title anrl telephone 
nirober of the person corrpletinq this'quest- 
icnnairen. 



2. Otbtr tfaMi.«UiUatttrti4 tbf,fik6*^Crif^liD^ 



1, 
2 
3 

5, 



^1. 



tchich of the following best describes the 
' position o£ your program in the stateiJ' 
orqanizational structure? (Check one) 

I* / ' / Separate departincnt 

2- / ' 7 Part of state Health defertinent 

3, /_/ Part of state enviro*tnental aqcncy 

/ ' 7 Other* (please specify) 



NAHEt 



TGtEPBONEi 



(Area Code) 



Nunber 



How tvny oo(»i»onity and non^oorrunitv 
drinking water systems do you have in your 
State? (Enter number; if estii^ated place 
an "E" after the nurberl 

Otxmwnity systems 



tJoTv-cornruni ty syste^vs 
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HAMM£>tair Cr FEDERAL PlVlROWgftAL PWXawC 



a. 



Va what eictentf it at alb is (*ach of the factors listed belov* art obstacle to man^irya yoor program 
to racet the obj^tives of the Safe Drilling (Jater Act? (Check cn« hox per line) ^ 




K t)eadiir>e£ ^irfiosea 
bv Federal legislation 












2, Avail^lity of technoio^ to sopport 
t'^ral legislation 












3+ Obtaining State enabling 
legislation 












4+ Tine It tafces to issue EPA regulations 
^.guidelines 












5* Anotint of flexibiHty in current £PA 
requiaticns and guidelines 












6.. Clarity of current EBA retjulations and 
QUidelines 












7* Tirte Lt taJces GPA to respond to te<^nical 
questions and ihtetptet its regulations and 
(sidelines 












Cuality Of EPA response to tedtrticai <juestions 
and interpretation of its reoulations ar^l 
guidelines 












9, Extent Of controls iirposed m the state by 
EPA 












10* Phi loecfihical differences bet^n 
RPA and the State on procnram 
priorities and objectives 












IK Amount Of Federal funding to 

suEPt^t pro-am adninistr^tion oosts 












12* TiJ&ing of Federal Cuhding to 

support program adi^nistration costs 












r3* Knowledge oE the the. amnunt of future Federal tunds 
to suPP^ state program administration 
costs 












14* Hxistinq State policies to limit 
all proqrHam orcowth 












15, ^Ainount of State bonding you receive to 
support progt£im administration costs 












16* current level oE F^ederal funds for 
municipalities to neet Federal environ'* 
nental requirements 












17* WuRber of staff m 
State ptogran 












18* Looses of e)?5erienced 
personnel 












19* Ability to fiU 
personnel vacancies 




i 








20* Current training programs available 
for State ^rsonnel 




i- 








21* Split responsibility for envirotmntal 
programs within state oovemment 




\— 








22* current level of. public support for 
environrcntal ^xrograns 


\ 






! 

I 


23* current level of Gubernatorial and 
State Legislative support for environ- 









J L 
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10* Oofmidet all previsions of th<! SHW that ^rt^ 
applicai^le to your procren. dat«« h^s 
yoor $t^t« ttiactfld tb^ nece««ry laws to 
Unpleflent all of thoe« provisions? 
(Check- one) 



11> 



Hcase list betcw the Pfcvisioc^ for vhich 
your State still needs enabling leoislaticn 
arO the t^te l>y x4)ich yoo expect ^^Tkabling 
legislation will bo passed. 



Provision le9lstation 



nite paissag^i 
expected 



12* 'Ito wtiat e?ttflnt, if ary* vikti or is 

e*sch of the factors Itatct) helcw obstacle 
to the pas-tacie of eruhlina legislation in 
your State? (Chock oivi box per lii>e) 




1* Qimnt arfwnt of FecleraL 
fiintling 












2h Probability of ccf^tinuMs! 
Federal fcndino support 












Current EPA reqolatlons 
.and ^i()elinefi 












4* State pbilosc^^ical 
differences with intent 
of Federal legislation 












5, State tesource; required 
to ijrplenent and ad* 
ninister the prograpi 













13, In your opinion tJhat has been the major 
barrier* if any, to passaoe of St«t^ 
enahlino legislation? (Please explain) 



SIATE AOCEPiaHCE OF PROGRAM BESPCtglBILlTY 



Does your office, EPA, or mother State office currently have the 
the foUcKnng progr^ in y^r State? (Check a» box per line) 



l^ergro^ivJ Injection 
Control Progrjtj 

Surface Inpoun(i!ient Assessrcnt Study 
(Pits, iWls and Lagoons Study) 

Surveillance of Surface 
U^ter Systents 

Enforcenent of Surface 
Wat«T Systcne 

Surveillance of CrounJ 
Uater Systents 

Enforcement of Cnxnvj 
Water Systous 



Vour 
Office 

rj 

rj 

rj 

CJ 

CJ 
rj 



priinary respon^ihility for 
EPA Otiier 



rj 
rj 
rj 

O rj 
O O 



rj 
n 



t please 
specify) 



O rj 



Tplease 
specify; 



(pleaso 
Specify) 



specify) 



(please 
specify) 

n ^ 

(please 
specify/ 
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IS- If your office ctoes not tww priiMty 

responsibility for all pr^r^rts Ustt^r! in 
questlcn lit how tnoch a problua^ ff 
Any, 6oeA this prowiftt to yior lj»pl<" 
mention oC thia saSM iOj^ one) 

I- /~j Not a problcn 

2« /~y Soiwhat of a ptOhlcra 

1, / 7 MottetAte prot^len 

4, /~J Subst^tUl pcoblf^ 

5- / 7 Wty qreat problcn 

6.P /~7 Wot ^licable 



PKDGRftX RESCCRCES 

Me:>se ptwiA; the followim infotmactott w- 
tprdlng the nunber of prof<^ioaal poniticns 
in your prnfir^a jwt of Jawjiry I* ^ 
(Filter ixrtjprs In epaw provi(1«l# if nocWr 
ontor OJ 



16, Does yoor office have final site approval 
authority for the location of q»<± of the 
following? C€heck one box per llrte) 

" Vos ^*a 

1, Unrt apolicaticn of wafitovato r/ / _1/ 

2, Uastwatcr sludqc disposal ^ y ^ / 

I, Sanitaty landfill / 7 /^II7 
4, iiazArdods waste diS|x»al / 7 / _Z/ 

II. In yoor cpinionr 43o your State's current 
site afjproval processes for each of the 
follCMing adequately protect ^rogreVater 
supplies? (Check one box P-*r line) 




1. Land {jpplieation 
of wastewater 












2, KdStev^ter sludge 
disposal 












3. Sanitary 
landfill 












4. Jlazdcdoos waftte 

disposal : 





ftooittons 
AothorliM 



fPositlons 



Tbt^l fVjrtTer 

Nirtter lOOt 
State fuivliniq 

Kinber 100% 
Federal funding 

Kiiber >ointly 
functed 



1», 



20. 



lr\ total* hoe ny^ny aothotiied professional 
positions do you e^cpect yoor program to have 
hy October Ir 10107 (Enter total ntrber of 
positions) ^ 

^^^4>er positions 



21, 



Rased 6n the total st^ff yoU*expect to have 
on boarrt hy October 1* l?7!)r how often do 
you feel yowr office will be able to nonitor 
each source ot^rifikitVT water in yoor 
State? (Enter ntrber of crcnths) 

1, Ccmrvmity systems - once evetY 

nonths 

2* NOrt-ooPittJni tv systrans - or)ce every 
« ' ' mrxiths 

tkM adec^iate do you fee) thiti anticipated 
[nonitorinri frcouency will he for ead\ type 
of isysten? (Check one hnx per linel 



1^ ff mrmtity svstep 



2* ^ ^oottmru ty systemg 




22, nave you h<id an^ dtfficultioft fUlinc; 
Authorised poftTtionfl fjn a timely hnsis? 

(OtGCh OTKfl 

2* Ho fOO TtJ OUrSTlON 2^1 
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23, 



Tto CKt^t* if have eoch of the 
following been obstacles tc filling 
poi9iti<xs on a tw«ly basis? (Ch«ck one 
box pec line) 



26. It you have haa professional staff leave 

during the pASt two yoars what ace the major 
reasons most often citetl foe lei^vinq? 








/'^ /* y*i J 


1* state salary 
stroccTJre 












2* Ceilings on 
authorized st^ff 
levels 












3* Statewide fre^se 
on ail hicings 












tut^x^jto f>&rsonnei 
reductions 












S, State Civil 

Setvice procedures j 










! 


6. Limited r^rutting 
efforts 








■- -H 


7* Scate^ residency 
requirement 










&. Avail^Mltty of 
disciplines needed 












9, Perwive^ teqxicary J 
nature of Federally ^ i 
Si^port^ ix^iticf>5 i 








1 



24, In your opinion what has been th<> naioc 
Uicciec to fiHif^ iiositions? 



25* Poc the tw year pecjod ending Decerfcec 31f 
1978/ please enter below; a^ the ai^roxitnate 
tnj^ier of professional staff that have left 
youc (irogcan voluntacly to taXe otnployc^ent 
«l^«wher«f and the approxi/^te niribec of 
thoeo uho left who had Utree or more years 
o( <r)tpecience.p (Enter nuTlsers in spaces 
provided* if none, enter 0) 



Nunber vho left 

tXrber who Uft with tl*ree or 
more yedcs experience 



EPA-STAIE REIA7I0WSHIPS 

27 HP Overall hw would you diaracteciie your re^ 
lationahip with EEA j^ictfutl staff? (Check 





one! 




1. 


CD 


Very qood 


2. 


CJ 


Good 


3. 


CJ 


Neither good nor had 


4. 


CJ 


Poor 


5. 


CD 


Very poor 





'V'. v";*>/' 













El^ headquarters staff understands the 
problefts yoo face as a State proqcam 
director in ad:iinis teeing your Progcari? 
{Chock one} 



1.P / 7 very la roe extent 

2^ / Substantial extent 

3.P ^ 7 Moderate extent 

4 HP / _y Sotne extent 

/ 7 Little or no extent 
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29. a^c^llf bow does the cunr^nt level of EPA 
beadquacters staft understandinq of ycuc 
^prcbl«5RS i^rpact cn the effectiveness of yooc 
progc«n7 tCheck one) 

1. r / Siqnificant positive irpact 

1* / 7 ft»itive inpact 

3. f ~ZJ Little oc T» inpact 

4* r / Negative impact 

5* / / Significant negative ijipact 

30., lb vhat extents if dny# has ECft monitoring 
of yooc perfotmanoe undec SDKA assisted you 
in improving progcam petfotmanoe? {Chech 
one) ■ 

1.P ( /ery large extent 

2* r / Substantial extent ' 

3, / ^ }4odecate eKtent 

A* / ZD Some extent 

5* r / Little or no extent 

31« lb what eKtent^ if any^do you f^l youc 
viewpoint as a State program director is 
given adequate oonsidecation in the fol* 
lowing EFA processes? {Check one box pec 
line) 




1- Regulation tnaking 
process 












2* Policy making 
process 














32., Plea^ entec below the name(s} of the or^ 
ganimionfs), that ifou feel best repcesent 
youc views to; a., the U.pS. Congress and'b, 
the EPA. 



U.S. congress ^ 



33. Please enter below the n«ne of the organi- 
zatton(s) you are nest likely to contact when you 

need infonnation or tissistance to carry out 
your prograiti responsibilities* 
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIQHHAIRES 



Question 6« Which o£ the following best (describes the posi- 
tion o£ your program in the State's organiza^ 
tional structure? 



Separate Department (0) 



Part o£ State Health Department (29) 



CT 


MY 


WV 


MI 


OK 


CO 


CA 


ME 


DE 


MS 


MN 


TX 


HT 


HI 


Rl 


MD 


NC 


AR 


KS 


ND 


^^v 


VT 


VA 


SC 


LA 


ne 


A2 


ID 



. HA 

Part o£ State Environmefital AgencV f lO) 

m PL It Mt lA 

NJ KY OK N« AK 

Other - Please Specify il) 

MO Department of Natural Resources* 
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Question 7» How many community and non-^conmunity drinking 

water systems do you have in your State? (Enter 
nu:nber; it estimeted, place an **C" after the 
numbe r ) » 



Cotnmunitv Hon-Community 



3 te 


systems 


oys terns 


CT 




4000B 


MP 






Li n 




7rtonp 


AT 






VT 


370 


2200E 


RX 


760 


lOOOOB 


NY 


3650 


15000E 


DE 


183 


500B 




625 


5oaoc 


VA 


2700B 


9000 B 


wv 


834 


2200 


FL 


3100 


4100 


KY 


697 


658 


HS 


1700 


1000 


KC 


2974 


14 000E 


SC 


lOOOB 


1500E 


IL 


2000E 


30000B 


Ht 


1437 


14000E 


M» 


950E 


6000B 


OH 


1725 


. ISOOOE 



community H on* Co mn>u n i t y 
State Systems Systems 



WT 


1 7nn 


7 ennn 
^ J\t u u 


AJt 
f\t\ 


^7A 




LA 


1015 


1546 


m 


600H 


600E 


OK 


1115 


I360E 


TX 


5000E 


3000B 


tA 


1300E 


1430B 


KS 


925 


1045E 


HO 


1250E 


3-5000E 


NE 


635 


900E 


CO 


750B 


2000E 


HT 


557 


lOOOE 


ND 


316 


603 


AZ 


1050B 


6705: 


CA 


5500B 


6000E 


HI 


141 


34 


NV 


350B 


700E . 


AK 


439 


4004^E 


ID 


600b 


1600E 


WA 


2536 


1356 
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Question 8 * To what ^xtent^ If at aXl* Is «ach of the factors 
listed below an obstacle to managing your program 
to meet the objectives of the Saf« Drinking water 

Act? 



Total Response: 



40 




r«d«ral legislation 


9 




9 






3* Aw*Uatoility of t«chrol^ to syppott 
TtdtTAl legUlation 


7 


10 


10 


6 


7 


^, Obtfttninq 5t«te eniblxAg 
legislation 


2 


4 


3 


13 


1 D 


iV^itu^ it t«X*» to i«su« CPA it^uUttoni 
and ouideline* 


4 


7 


13 


12 


4 


S» Jteotait of fleKtbllity ij^ cumj^t CTA 
T«Qtilttiof%& *nd q^i^ lines 


15 


15 


4 


5 


1 


4* Cltrity ot cu^j^t £1% TC9ul«ttoni And ' 
guidelines 


3 


13 


9 


11 


4 


Ttfi* it UX4« E3>A to ntpsc^to tt<^JYicAl 
4t»e«tkns and intt^pnt its rv^uUtions «id 
^utdelJrws 


0 


7 


ID 


7 


D 


VTonality c£ E?A tt^poAM to UchniCftl qjestlonx 
and intetpc^UtloA of n^jl*tiem ^Ad 
guideline* 


5- 


7 


9 


12 


7 


f* Extent of^oontxois Is^wt^ on th^ State by 
CA 


9 


15 


9 


7 


0 


io, Fhtloacphical ditiecems be^veen 
CRA and the State oi pnnT^m 
priorities and ^Jectlve« 


^9 


9 


_ 9 


_6 


_7. 


11, Mount ot re^ral fuhdtn9 to 

■unottjvreqran adfi^iBt^A^ion costs 


2 


11 


8 


14 




12* Timing ct Tederal funding to 

support preiTtan aEkiiiti«trAti«ft costs 


\2 


11 


6 


6 


5 


1^ Ktiowltd^ oZ t^e tAe a.'xunt 6t future rederaX funds 
tx> cuppvt Stat<| fc^Acs «MMstration 


10 


11 


12 


3 


4 


1¥* ^ftting State policies to linit 
^ll .tluyian <ironh 


9 


7 


J3 


6 


5 


15* taount of State funding revive to 
supoort pmtam adttinistratfc^costs 


10 


r 


8 


12 


4 


li* Cumnt level of Federal ivr^ i^t 

sunlcipalities to fteet redfrifl environ* ' 
ftmtjd reguirerents . ' 


M 


6 


4 


12 


B 


1T« IMMr of EUff In 
State prolan 


3 


19 


JO 


8 


0 


19. losses of experienced 

personal 


9 


9 


7 


6 


9 


I»* Abnity to iili 
mratotftnel v>c(iDcies 


11. 


11 


7 


S 


4 


20. Current training progrwxs avatiat>ie 
for stat^ personnel 


2 


4 


13 


8 


13 


31* fpllt mfiQnstbntty for envitorrnentai 
proqfraua within State oownvnent 


2 _ 


2 




9 


21 


23. Gurxcnt level of piblic sufport for 

envirorawtital PTOrara ^ . 


0 


6 


11 


[10 


13 


23* Curmt lev^r oTGObematoriaJl and 
State £e9ijslativr support for en\rirQn- 


1 


B 


10 


9 


12 
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Question 16, Consider all provisions of the SDWA that are 

applicable to your program. To date* has your 
State enacted the necessary lavs to implement 
all of those provisions? 



Yes (38) 



CT 


m 


Ft 


HI 


LA 


KS 


HD 


AK 


ME 


DE 


KY 


HN 


HM 


MO 


AZ 


ID 


m 


MD 


MS 


OH 


OK 


HE 


CA 


WA 


RI 


VA 


SC 


WI 


TX 


CO 


HI 




NJ 


w 


It 


AR 


lA 


MT 


NV 





NO iZ) 

VT HQ 



Question 11, Please list belowthe provisions for vhich your 
State still needs enabling legislation ^nd the 
date by vhich you expect enabling legislation 
will be passed^ 



VT Complete legislative authority in all areas—April 1979, 
HC Hew Water Law— June 1979, 
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Question 12* To what extents if any^ was or is each of the 
factors listed below an obstacle to the pas^ 
sage of enabling legislation in your State? 



Key: 



1 Very Great Extent 

2 Substantial ot Great Extent 

3 Moderate Extent 

4 Some Extent 

5 Little or Extent 



Current Probability 
Amount Continued 



Federal 



State 


Fund 




e 
3 


KB 


5 


NH 


3 


RI 


S 


VT 


2 


NJ 


5 


NY 


5 


DE 


5 


HD 


4 


tfA 


5 


WV 


4 




J 




4 


MS 


5 


NC 


4 


SC 


4 


IL 


5 


MI 


5 


MN 


5 


OH 


4 


»I 


3 


AR 


5 


LA 


5 


NM 


2 


OK 


5 


TX 


5 


lA 


2 


ICS 


5 


MO 


3 


NE 


4 



Federal 
Funding 



State Resources 
State Philosophical Required To 
Current EPA Differences With Implement and 



Regulations & 
Guidelines 

5 
3 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
3 
4 
2 
2 
3 
5 
3 
4 
4 
2 
5 
1 
2 
5 
3 
1 
5 
2 

3* 



Intent of Federal 
Legislation 

5 

1 \ 
2 
5 
4 

3 
5 
5 
5 

(3 



Administer the 
Program 

4 
3 
3 
5 
4 
2 
5 
5 
1 
4 
5 
4 
4 
2 
1 
2 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
2 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
2 
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Current 


Probability 




Amount 


Continued 




Federal 


Federal 


State^ 


Funding 


Funding 


CO 


^ 5 


5 


MT 


5 


3 


NO 


4 


3 


^2 


5 


3 


Qk 


5 


5 


HI. 


5 


5 


m 


1 


1 




4 


4 


ID 


4 


4 




5 


2 



State Philosophical 
srences With 




State Resources 
Required To 
Implement and 
Administer the 
Proq^ram - 

4 

2 

3 
2 
2 

3 
2 
3 
4 
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Question 13* In your opinion, what has been the major bar- 
rier* if any, to passage of State enabling 
legislation? 



CT Nothing* 

ME Attitude of State Legislature* 

HH Probability of continuing Federal funding* 

RI No response* 

VT Cost of improving vater systems ($50 million In VT) 

and Federal tinetaole t6"be in compliance* 
MJ Initially some question as to whether the State 

should assume primacy* 
HV Ho legislative changes were required for New York 

State to accept primacy* 
DF Enabling legislation existing prior to Safe Drintcing 

Water Act* 

MD Hot applicable — le9islation passed* 
VA Ho response* 

WV Justification for additional regulations an<l assurance 

of federal funding* 
PL That it would require the State to spend more money 

tor the program in the long rud* 
KY none* 

MS Enabling legislation has beeri passed* 

HC Requirement that State amend it? laws and regulations 

to conform to federal laws and regs* in almost every 

detail* This does not allow a State to respond to 

its particular circumstances and conditions* 
SC ^tany Stat^ legislators* in reading the public mood* 

aire opposed to any new ^'ideral regulation or control* 
IL ^ Difficulty in having a minor change in legislation 
* intVOf^uced ant^ acted upon when major legislation is 

being considered* 
MI Coticern for what will happen to program — financially 

and CPA program Requirements* 
MH Probability of, continued Feijeral support* 
OH Efforts by public interest group* supported by USEPA, 

to eliminate any flexibility oii part of Ohio EPA in 

dealing with USEPA* Where will money come from to 

pay for total expanded program* 
WI Legislators concern over taking on another Federal 

program* 

AR Adequate public health laws were existing prior to 

P*L* 93-523* 
LA Hot applicable* 
HM Funding* 
OK Ho response* 
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TX Nonet really, 
lA None, 

KS It passed in Kansas* 

WO The fact that it is another Federally mandated program, 
NE Resistance to Federal incentive assistance when pro- 
gram need is not locally recognized, 
CO HO barrier* 
KT EPA regulations, 
ND None* 

AZ People are opposed to Federal control 
CA Philosophical questions ret should the State partici- 
" pate* 

HI The potential impact and financial responsibility on 

the agricultural industry in the State, 
NV Continuing Federal funding* 
AK Impact of program on small groups of people* 
ID Feelings that government should be cut* not increased* 
WA Legislation was not required* If it were nececsary^ 

the major problem would be reaction (rejection) of 

OSHA-type legislation^ with the State being a pawn in 

the game* 
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Question 14» Does your office, EPh or another State office 
currently have the primary responsibility for 
the following programs in your State? 



Underground Inlection 
gtate Coptrol Program 

CT Dept» of Environmental Protection 
ME Deptn of Environmental Protection 
NH Your Office 

RI No program in Rhode Is.^and 
VT Agency of Environmental Conserva* 
t ion 

. nJ Water Quality Planning u Manage- 
ment Element 
tiY Dept» of Health 
D£ Deptk of Natural Resources & En^ 

vironmental Control 
MD Water Resources Administration* 

Deptk of Natura) Resources 
VA your Office 

WV u^^t^t* of Natural Resources 
FL EPA 
Ky None 



MS No agency yet 

nc Deptk of rJatural Resources and 

Community Development 
SC your Of f ice 

IL IL EPA/Dept» of Land Pollution 

Control 
MI Natural Resources 
MN EPA 
OH EPA 

WI S"tat€ Not Designated 

AR , Oil and Gas Commission 

LA Conservation Office 

NM NM Oil and Gas Commission 

OK Solid and Industrial Wastes* 

I>ept» ot Health 
TX Water Resources Dept» 
Ik EPA 

KS Bureau of Water Quality * Oil 

Field af^d Geology 
MO None 



Surface Impoundment Assessment 
fPitSf Ponds & Lagoons Study) 

your Office 

Dept » of Environmental Pro tec; t ion 
your Office 

Dept* of Environmental Management 
Agency of Environmental Conserva- 
tion 

Water Quality Planning & Manage* 

ment Element 
your Office 

Dept* of Natural Resources & En* 

vironmental Control 
Wa^'4r Resources Administration^ 
{i)ept* of NaturM Resources 
^ave contracted with State Water 
Control Board 
Dept* of Natural Resources 
your Office 

Dept* of l^atural Resources and 
Environmental Protection^ Divi- 
si^n of Water Quality 

Another Division of Board of 
Health 

Dept* of Natural Resources and 

Community Development 
your Office 

IL EPA/Dept* of Land Pollution 

Control 
your Office 

MN Pollution Control Agency 
your Office 
your Office 

Pollution Control and Ecology 
Conservation Office 
NM Oil and Gas Conunl^sion 
Solid and Industrial Wastes, 

Dept* of Health 
Water Resources Dept* 
University of Iowa 
Bureau of Water Quality ^ Oil 

Field and Geology 
Outside Study 



/ 
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Underground Iniection 
State Control Program 

NE Dept* of Cnvironmentfkl Control 

CO EPA 

HT Yoar Office 

ND Your Office 

A2 CPA 

CA State Water Resources Control 

Board 

HI EPA 

NV ' Division of Environmental 

Protection 

AK Yoar Office 

ID Water Resources 

WA Dept* o^ Ecology 



Surface Impoundment Assessmen'K 
(Pits, Ponds <t Lagoons Study) 

Deptt of Environmental Control 

Your Office 

Your Office 

Your Office 

Bureau of Sanication 

EPA 

State "208" Plan 
Division of Environmental 

Protection 
Your Office 

Your Office ^ 
Dept* of Ecology 
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Surveillance of Surface Enforcement of Surface 



State 












CT 


Your 


Office 


your 


Of 1 


^ ice 


M£ 


your 


Office 


you r 


Of] 


'. ice 


tJH 


your 


Office 


Your 


Of] 


■ice \ 
[ ice \ 


Rl 


your 


off ice 


you r 


Of] 


■ 


VT 


EPA 




EPA 






NJ 


you r 


Office 


you r 


Of 1 


^ ice 




your 


0 f f ice 


you r 


Of] 


^ice 


DE 


your 


0 f f i ce 


Your 


Of] 


' ice 


MD 


your 


Off ice 


Your 


Of] 


' ice 


VA 


you r 


Office 


4 VU L 




: ice 


WV 


your 


Office 


4 VU L 


nf 1 


^ i t^n 


FL 


you r 


0 f f i ce 




UI ] 


! ice 


K** 


Your 


Off ice 


n» VU ^ 


V L J 




HC 


you r 


Off ice 


X VU L 


nf 1 

V L J 


! ice 


NC 


BPA 












You r 


Off ice 




nf 1 

V L J 


^ i 


IL 


your 


Of f i ce 




nf 1 


^ 1 r> A 


MI 


your 


Office 


your 


Oft 


: ice 


MN 


your 


Office 


Vour 


Off 


:ice 


OH 


EPA 




EPA 






HI 


your 


Office 


Your 


Off 


:ice 




your 


Office 


Vour 


Off 


: Ice 


LA 


Vour 


Office 


Your 


Off 


:ice 


NM 


your 


Office 


your 


Off 


:ice 


OX 


your 


Office 


Your 


Off 


:ice 


TX 


your 


Office 


Your 


Off 


ice 


lA 


Vour 


Office 


your 


Off 


:ice 


KS 


Hater Quality Bureau 


Hater Quality Bureau 


MO 


your Office 


your 


Off 


:ice 


tJE 


Dept. 


of Envir'^'^roental Control 


Dept. 


ol 


f Environmental Control 




Cr Dept^ of Games & Parks 


& Dept 


Hater Resources 


CO 


your Office 


Your 


Off 


:ice 


MT 


your Office 


your 


Off 


?ice 


ND 


your 


Office 


your 


off 


: ice 


kZ 


Your 


Office 


your Oft 


:ice 


CA 


Your 


Office 


your 


Ofl 


fice 


HI 


your Office 


your 


Off 


:ice\ 


NV 


your 


Office 


your 


Off 


: ice 


AK 


your Office 


your 


Off 


:ice 


ID 


your 


Office 


your 


Off 


: Ice 


HA 


your 


Office 


your 


Off 


:ice 



I 
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Surveillance of Ground Enforcement of Ground 



State 




wate r systems , 




water ovstcos ^ 


^ 1 


You r 


Qttice 


YOU r 


QE E ICC 


lie* 


YOU r 


OEE IC^ 


Your 


DEE ice 


NH 


Your 


Office 


Your 


O E E 1 c e^ 


O T 

Rl 


Your 


Off ice 


Your 


Office ■ 


VT 


EPA 




EPA 




NJ 


YOU r 


Office 


Your 


Office 


NY 


Your 


OEEice 


Your 


Office 


D£ ' 


You r 


Off ice 


Your 


Office ' . 


U n 

HD 


Your 


OEE IC^ 


Your 


Office ' ' 


ttn 
VA 


Your 


Office — 


Your 


Office 


VfV 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


r L 


Your 


OEE ice 


Your 


Office 


KY 


Your 


Of f ice 


Your 


Office 


nS 


Your 


Office * 


Your 


Office 




EPA 




EPA 






Your 


Office 


Your Office 


XL 


Your 


Office ' 


Your 


Office 


U T 


ycur 


Office ^ 


Your 


Office 


riN 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


nu 


EPA 




EPA 




UT 
nX 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


nK 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


T A 
un 


Ycur 


Off :ce 


Your 


Office 


MM — 

JNPl ^ 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office ' ^ 




Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


my 
1 A 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


X A 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Of f i-^e 


If c 


Water Quality Bureau 


Water Quality Bureau 


HQ 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 




Dept. 


. of environmental Control 


Depti 


^ of Environmental Control 




Conservation & Surveys Divi-' 


£r Dept« of Water Resources 




sion. University of Nebraska 






CO 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


MT 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office ^ 


ND 


Your 


Of f ic<* 


Your 


Office 


AZ 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Off fee 


CA ^ 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office - * 


HI 


Your 


Office 


>our 


Office 


NV 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


AK 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


ID 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 


WA 


Your 


Office 


Your 


Office 



in 
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Question If your office does not ^ave* primary responsi- 
bility for all'pro^rants listed in Question 14, 
how much of a problem^ if any, does this pre- 
sent to -your ^mplemewtatior of the SDWA? 



" Not a Problem (22) 



MV 
PL 
KY 



MS 



AR 
LA 



Somewhat of a Problem (8) 



CT 
ME 



VT 
MD 



IL 
MO 



Moderate rroblem (-3) 
de' MN I a 
Substantial Problem (1) 

Very Great Problem (Q) , 
Hot applicable (5) 
m NY SC 



ID 



KS 



NM 
OK 



A2 
CA 



m 

WA 
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Questicm 16* Does your office have final site approval au- 
thority for the locat;ion of each of the follow- 



Land 

ApRlication 
of Wastewater 



C*- A 1- A 

&^3te 


les 


V X 








* NH 


V 
A 


D T 




V r 




n J 




til 




nP 
Utt 








Vrt 




wv 


X 


CT 

r b 


V 
A 


fn 








Mr 










X 










OH 




WI 




AK 


X 


* LA 


X 


MM 




OK 




TX 




lA 


X 


K5 


X 


HO 


X 


N£ 




CO 


X 


MT 


1^ 


^^D 




AZ 


X 


CA 




HI 




NV 




AK 


X 


ID 


X 


WA 





X 
X 
X 
X 



- X 

X 
X 
X 



Wastewater 
Studqe 
Disposal 



Sanitary 
Land Fill 



X 
X 
X 

X 
X 



X 
X 



X 
X 
X 
it 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 



X 
X 

X 

. X 
X 

.X 
X 



Hazardous 

Waste 

Disposal 



WO 


Vac 


wo 




HQ 






4 X 




X 




X 




X 


X 




X 




X 




X 




^ X 






X 




X 


X ' 




X* 




X 




X 


X 




X 




X 




X 


X 




X 




- X 




'X 


X 




X 




X 




X 


X 




X 




x 




K 


X 




X 




X 




X 


X 




X 




X 




X 




X 




X 






- X 




X 




X 




X 




X 




X 




X 




X 


X 


X 




X 




X 




X 




X 


X 




X 




X 




X 




X 




^x 




X 




X 




' X 





X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 



X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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Question 17* In your opiniq,n, <3io your Staters current site 
apE>r6val processes for each of the following 
li*,*^ adequately protect groundwater supplies? * 



Key: ^ ^ 

DY Definitely Yes 

* PY Probably Yes 

U Uncertain 

PN Probably Wo 

Definitely 'No 

MA not Applicable 





Land 


Wastewater 




Hazardous 




Application 


Sludge 


Sanitary 


' Waste 


State 


Qf Wastewater 


Disposal 


Landfill 


Disposal 


CT 


PY 


* PY 


PH 


DN 


ME 


PW 


PW 


on 


on 


CtH 


PY 


PY 


PJJ 


V 


RI 


NA 


U 


V 


u 


VT 


PY 


PY 


PY 


PPJ 


WJ 


PY 






V 


NY 


PY' 


U 


PK 


RN 


DE 


U 


V 




u 


MD ^ 


py 


PV 


PY 


u 


VA 


DY 


DY 


DY 


DY 


WV 


• PY 


DY 


DY 


0 


PL 


PY 


PV 


PV 


PV 


KY 


DY 


DY 


DY 


DV 


MS 


PY 


PY 


DY 


PV 


NC 


PY 


PV 


DY 


DV 


SC 


PPJ 


PN 


PK 


PV 


IL 


PY 


DY 


DY 


DY 


MI • 


PY 


U 


PK 


DN " 




*PN 


PPJ 


PN 


PN 


OH 


PY 


PY 


PY 


PV 


WI ' 


PY 


PY 






AR 


DY 


DY * 


PY ^ 


PY 


LA 


PY 


PY 


PY 


PY 


NM 


" DY 


DV 


PY 


PV 


OK 


DY 


DY 


DY 


DV 


TX 


D^ 


DY 


OY 


DY 


lA 


DY * 


DY 


U 


DN 


KS 


PV 


. PY 


PV 


PY 


MO 


DM 


^ PY 


. PV 


PN * 


m 


PY 


PY 


PV 


U 


CO 


PW 


PW 


U • 


PN 
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' Lana Wastewater Hazarclous 

Application Sludge S anicary waste 

State o£ Wastiewater Disposal Land E ill Disposal 

MT DV DV - PV 

ND / • m NA NA NA 

ft2 ' > PY PN DN U 

CA ^'^ ' 

HI PV PV PV DV 

NV ' U . U ■ U U 

AK " DV DV DV D3r . 

ID PV PV PV ' PV 

= WA DV PV . ' PV U. 
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Ouestion 18« Please provide the folloving information regard-* 
ing the numbe^^pf professional positions in /our 
program as of%anuary, 1> 1979, , 



Key: 



*PA Positions Authorized 
PF Positions Filled 



Note: All numbers have been rounded* 



Question 19* In totals how many authorized professional posi- 
tions do you expeot your program to have By 
Optober 1, 1979? 



Question L8 



Total 
Number 



State PA 



CT 
ME 
m 

RI 

vt 

»J 
NY 
0£ 
HD 
VA 
WV 
FL 
KV 
MS 
NC 
SC 
IL 
MI 

m 

OH 

wi 



16 
6 
24 

io 

17 
15 
133 
15 
12 
51 
26 
62 
23 
U 
40 
20 
31 
39 
28 
67 
26 



15 
5 

24- 

7 
17' 
12 
113 
13 

46 
13 
47 

19 
9 
33 
17 
26 
36 
28 ' 
/ 51 
23 



Number 100% * Number 100% 
State Funainq 
PA PF 



Number 

Jointly^ 

Federal Funding AFundeB 
PA * 



AR- , 17 
LA 

m 

OK 



\ 22 22 



3 

4 
10 

3 

9 

7 
19 

3 

2 
' 0 

9 
35^ 

0 

0 
26 
11^ 

0 
17 
18 

0 

0 
10 

0 
25 

0 



3 13 

4 2 
10 14 

2 7 
9 3 

6 8 
14 59 

3 7 
2 10 

0 0 * 

7 17 
34 27 

0 0 

0 0 

23 14 

8 9 
0 0 

16 22 

18 , 10 

0 r 6 

0 0 

7 7 

J? 0 

25 10 

0 6 



PF 


PA 


PF 


12 


n 


0 


,1 


0 


0 


14^ 


0 


0 


5 




0 


8 


•s 


0 


6 


0 


0 


49 


55 


50 


5, 


5 


5 


10 


0 


0 


0 


51 


46 


6 


0 


0 


13 


0 


0 


0 


23 


19 


0 


11^ 


9 


10 


0 


0 


9 


0 


0 


0 


31 


26 


20 


0 


0 


10 


n 


0 


6 


61 


45 


0 


26 


23 


0 


0 


0 


0 


38 


26 


7 


0 


0 


6 


^ 16 


16 



^ Question 19 
Number Positions 
Eacpectea By 
October 1^ 1979 



16 
7 
25 
10 
18 
17 

135 
15 
12 
51 
26 

*62 
23 
11 
42 
20 
36, 
43 
28 
67 
32 
17 
38 
35 
22 



J 
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Question 16 



Question 19 





Total 
Number 


T ; 

Number 100% 
State' Funding 


Mumb^r 
Federal 


100% 
Funding 


Number 

Jointly 

Funded 


Number Positions 
Expected By 
October 1* 1979 


state 


PA ' 


PF 


PA 


PF 


PA 


ig 


PA 


PF 




TX 


99 ' 


87 


39 - 


37 


60 


50 


0 


0 


99 


lA 


21 


20 


0 




. 0 


0 


21 


20 


21' . 


KS 


23 


18- 


0- 


- 0- 


„ . 0 


- .0. 


_„2ji 


^J,8_ 


15 


MO 


25 


25 


25 


25 


0 


0 


0 


0 


"39 


N£ 


15 


12 


0 


. ^ 0 


0 


0 


15 


12 


15 ' ^ 


CO 


23 


21 


M 


4 


15 


13 


' 4 


4 


24* 


MT 


5 


5 


0 


'0 


0 


0 


5 


5 


5 


ND 


^fi- 


6 


-0 


0 


'0 


0 


8 


8 


8 


A2 


ll 


11 


5 


5 


6 


6 


0 


0 


14 


CA 


100 


85 


76 


64 


24 


21 


0 


0 


115 


HI 


3 


3 


0 


0 


0 


0 




3 


3 


NV 


10 


8 


-^3 


3 


7 


5 


0 


. 0 


10 


<VKa/ 


15 * 


15 


■ 8 


" 8 


6 


6 


1 


1 


15 


id"' 


9 


9 


0 


0 


0 


0 


9 


9 


10 


WA 


40 


35 


0 


0 


0 


0 


40 


35 . 


40 



a/ Includes other departmerst programs. 
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Question 20^ * Based dn the total staff you expect to have on 
boara by October If 1979* how often do yw f^^y 
^ ' youc office^will be ©ble t^ loonitor^ each source 

of drisiJtlng, water in your State? 



Question 21« , How adequate (3o you feel this anticipated moni- 

' ' toring frequency will be for , each type of sy&tem7 



Key: t 

*«TA More TTT^n Adequate 

jA Adequate 

Lm Less Than Adequate 

MR (TO Response 





Question 20* 


Question 21 






Li W91 "^omnnji n ir v y 




* 




^ If c ^ A fn^ft 




1^ V1 1 ^^^^iituu 1 1 ^ ^y 


S tate 


^nvn^ns J 




4 y a Lt? iua 




CT 


t 

1 7 


JO ' 








6 ' 


12+ 


A^ 


a' 




12 


36 ' 


a' 


^\ 


RI 


twice every 


3 


A 


A^ . 


r 


month 










12 ' 


12 


LTA 


A 


NJ ' 


12 


48 


' "A 


LTA 


NV 


17 


17 


LTA ^ 


LTA * 


Dt 


12 


i24 


A 


A 


«D 


4 


12 


A - 


A 


VA 


12 


12 


LTA 


LTA 


WV 


12 




' A ^ ^ 


A 


PL 


24 


36^ ^ 


LTA 


LTA 


XY 


12 


-36 


A 


A 0 


HS 


12-36 


12 ^ ' 


• A 


A 


NC 


24 


0 


A 


LTA • - 


SC 




. 36 


A 


LTA' 


XL 


Surface 


m 


MTA 


A 




24 










groundwater 










36 










12 


60 


A 


LTA ^ 


MN 


15 


36-48* 


A ' 


A 


OH * 


\24 


120 


A 


LTA 


Wl 


12 


. 60 


A 




AR. 


' 24 


4$ 


LTA 


LTA 


LA 


' 1 


' 3 


A 


A 




6 ' 


12 


LTA 


.LtA 
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Question 20 


Question 21 






won^omniun i cy 








byscenis 




^uniniuCiicy 


hlArt -H^Aftt fit 11 A 4 ^ t ■ 






\ none 1(9 1 






CSk 




1 ? 
1 4 


r\ 


a 
n 


TX 




- HZ 


A 


ty ^ 


lA 






A 


ij iA 






NR 


i A 


ItTA 


' MO 


J* 

4 


12 


A 


U Irk. 




1 


J 


^ A 


A 




3 


12 


A* 


A 




~ L4 


LZ 


A 


a 
A 


ND # 




24 


LTA 


LTA 


AZ 


24 


36 


LTA 


LTA 


CA 


12 


24 


A 


LTA 


. HI 


1 


I 


HTA 


HTA 


KV 


12 


18 


A 


A 


AK ^ 


24 


48 


^ LTA 


LTA 


' ID 


1 


4 


A 


A 


WA 


36-60 


36-60 


LTA 


LTA 



Question 22» Have /ou had any difficult i'es^l lllng authot;i2ed 
positions on a tirtiel/ basis? * ' 



Yes (39) 



CT 


NJ 


wv 


SC 


WI 


KS 


A2 * 


y ID* 


HE 


NY 


TL - 


IL 


AR 


HO 


CA 


WA 


NH 


D£ 


KY 


Ml 


LA 


^£ 


HI ' 


AK 


RI 


MD 


AS - 


HN 


OK 


CO 


m 


MH 


VT. 


VA 


NC 


OH 


TX 


lA 







no ( 1} 
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Question 23* To what extent, if any^ have eacU of the followin^i 
been* obstacles to filling positions on a timely 



Key: 



X Very^<5reat E«tent^ 
2^.-6ftlSstantial or Great Extent 

3 Moderate Extent 

4 Some Rxtent * 

5 Little or No Extent 



State 



Ceilings 
Authorize 



State Salary Staff 



Stat e 
Wi3e 



State 

State -Wide CiviT 
Personnel 



Limited 



Sta^e 



^ Service Re^cruiting Residency 

Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts ■ Requirement Weeded 

5 

■ 5 

5 

5 * 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 



Perceived 
Temporary 
Ayai_labl 1 ity Kature of 
of \ Federally 
Disciplines S upported 
Positions 

















CT ■ 


3 


-Vx ' 


3 




4 


■ 4 


HE 


A 




1 


1 


3 


* 5 


»K 


1 


2 


2 


5 


3 


3, 


RI 


2 


5 


4 ■ 


5 


5 


4 


VT 


3 . 


■ 3 


5 


4 




3- 


KJ 


1 


2 


5 


5 


1 


3 


«y 


2 ^ 


' 2 


5 


5 


2 


2 


de' 


3 


1- 


■ 1 ' 


5 


■ 1 


5 


HD ^ 


" * 1 


1 


1 * 


2 . 


1 


1 


VA 


■2 


^ 2 ^ r 


2 , 


2 


1 


. *4 


WV 


1 


' 4 


r2 


' 5 


3 


3 


FL ^ 


1 


1 


3 


2 . 


1 


4 


KY 


1 


3 


5 


5 


5 


5 


KS 


1 


1 


1 


3 


1 


4 


NC 


1 ■ 


'3 


3 


3 


2 


4 


SC 


1 


1 


5 


2 


3 


3 


XL 


2 


3 


3 


5 


4 

* 


5 



5 


5 


4 ■ 




2 




3 




2 




1 




3 




5 




1 




3 




1 


2 


1 


2 


5 ^ 


'5 


,5 


^ 3 


1 


1 


2 


■3 


1 


3, 



ierJc 
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state 

Ceiiinqs. on State - Statewide Civil Limited 
State* Authorized Wide Personnel Service Recruiting 
Stvate, Salary -Staff * Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts 



State 



mV 


4 


i ■ 


* e 
3 


5 


'MM 


5 * 


1 


.3 


2 


OH 


1 


4 


5 


5 


WI * 


3 


1 


5 


5 


"AR 


1 


1 ^ 


3. 


5 


tA 


1 


5 * 


5 


5 


HM 


3 


1 


5 


5 


OK 


1 


4 


1 


5 


TX 


/2 


' 5 


5. 


5 


fA 


/I 


3 . 


3 


> I 


KS 


1 ' 


5 




HQ 


2 


3 




4 


ffE 


2 


3 ^ 


5 


5 


CO 


4 


2 


5 


5 


MT 


3 ' 


1 


1 


1 


hz 


1 - 


5 


5 


5 


CA 


' 3 


2 


1 


1 


HI 


1 


4 


1 


5 


HV 


2 


2 


2 


4 


AK 


A 


5 . 


5 


5 


^ ID 


'1 


1 


2 


5 


,WA 


2 


, 1 - 


1 


2 



3 
2 
5 

i 

s 

z 

5 
5 
2 
4 
3 
4 
3 
4 
1 
2 
1 
4 
1 
4 
2 



^5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
4 
3 
2 
3 
4 

4* 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

2 



Residency 

Requirement Heeded 

5 1 

5 5 

5 I 

5 * 3 

5 1 

. 5 5 

5. 5 
5 . 1 

5 1 

5 1 

5 2 

5 5 

3 ^2 

4 2 

5 * 3 
5 3 
4 5 

4 2 
3 3 

5 3 
5 1 



Perceived 
Temporary 
Availability Mature at 
of Federally 
Disciplines Supported 
Positions 



5 
'1 
5 
3 
3 
5 
2 
4 
4 
1 
5 
2 
1 
5 
3 
5 
5 
3 
2 
4 
4 
5 
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Question 24« In your opinion what has been the major barrier 
to filling positions? 



CT (a) Inadequate salary;. (b^ personnel Department-takes 

* too long to process job openings^* ^ t 
rt£' (a) Free2e by State personnel, • , ' 

NH (a) Low salary structure, ^ ■ 
f%I (a) Low salaries/ / 
VT (^) LacK of propetly tralhed personnel (water supply; 

public health); (b) Slow personnel systemN 
NJ ta) Civil Service pro^cedures; (b) ^ate salary struc- 
ture? (c) ^v^^l^llity^of engineers*, 
(a) St^^l^^epartment of Civil Service and Budget Office 
approval . 



DC (a) Hlrioq free2e; (b) Stc^te personnel policies. 
MD (a) Salafy: j 
VA fa) Salary- 

WV (a)-State salary structujre; (b") A^failability of disci- 
plines needed* 

FL (a) Salaries: (b) Availability; .(c) Authori2ation for 
posi^t^ions by DOA; (d) Low priority of program, 

KV (a) .Ini^guate salaries for engineering & technical ^ 
per^o!^nel« 

MS (a) State salary structure; (b) State CivihSer^ice 

proceSures* " ^ ^ 

MC (a) <Low sa^lary structure; (b) Mo qualified^ people 
\ available* 

SC (a) State, salary strutiturie is not competit,ive with 

industrjf^ ot *Fe<3eral government for synilaj: posi- 
tions* 

IL (a) Lack of properly qualifi^ engineers* 
MI (,aj Lack of graduate engineers with some water supply^ 
training* 

MM (a) Ceilings on authori2ed staff levels; (b) Perceived 
temporary nature of Federally supported positions. 

OH ta) State salary structure; (b) Funding; (c) Authori2a- 
tion of table of organi2ation« 
(a) State free2e ofi creating new positiorTs- Have ■* : , 
budget but cannot hire* 

AR (a ^Inadequate salaries; (b) Incorrect pos^ition classi- 
ticaLion; ^c) Inadequate salary increases; (d) 
Availability of Environmental Engineer^- 

LA (a) Cannot find competent engineerf^ who will work for 
the low state salary* 

NM (a) Delay in receiving grant ntonjles and di£f ic^ilties 
in carrying over grant monies; (b) State's slow 
processing of new employees; (c) Temporary classi- 
fication of Federally supported positionst 



7-31 



^ 

203 



OK (a") Ppor salarjt structure 
TX . (a) Shortage of engineering graduat^is* 
lA (af Lack o£ adequate ^J^ng term funding; (b) Lack o£ 
authorized positions; (c) difficulty in secur^ing 
engineefs with ^tate salaries* « \ 

^3 (a) Inadequate salary to be competitive* 
MO U) Salaries; . (6) Availability of *traine4 personnel; 
(c) Civil Service procedures* ' , 

(a) Assuret^ continuity cJ Federal funds and Legisla- 
tive refusal to assume responsLbLlL£y for finance 
ing Federally mandated activities-' 
CO (a) Availability of disciplines needed* ' 
,MT ■ (a) Statewide freeze on hoping; (b) Availability of 
, personnel adequately trained vho are willing to^ 

work ■ in Montana « . . ^ ' ' 
AZ (a) Non-*competLtLve salary with industry* 
CA (a) Hiring ifreeze brought on by Proposition 13* 
HI (a) State salary .structure in relation to the respon- 
.sibi lity incurred* 
' (a) State salary structtire* 
AK (a) Getting approval of positions through State system 

and^ the following State hiring .procedures* 
ID (a) £^w* salary in engineering. positions* 
WA«' (a) .Availability of- qualified candidates (aggravated 

by competition by oth^jr public and private employ- 
ees, salary structure)* " 



V 




Question 2S« 'For the two year period endipg December 31, 

1978, please enter below; .a* the approximate^ 
number of professional staff that have left 
your program voluntarily to take employment 
elsewhere and b« the approximate number of 
those who left who had three or more years of 
experience^ 

^— 

Key* KR No Resuonse 

\ Notet Numbers he,ve been rounded* 
t * 

Question 26« ) If you have had professional staf^ leave ^during 
^the past two years, what are the major reasons 
^most often cited for leaving? 

Nl% }Ao Response 







■ Key* 










Question 25 




Number 


With 




Who 


3 Years 


state 


Left 


Experience 


CT 


2 


1 




1 


1 


m 


■ 2 


2 


Rl 


1 


1 


VT 


0 


0 


KJ 


3 , 


2 


' NY 


0 


0. 


' D£ 


0 


0 ' 


HD 




€ 


VA 


22 


14 . ^ 


WV 


7 


4 


Ft 






KY 


4 


4 


MS , 


I 


1 


NC 


0 


0 


SC 


5 " 


2 



Question 26 



1 Reasons Cited for Leavin<? 

(a) To broaden experience; (b) Re- 
turn to school* 

(a) Badgering by imiAediate super- 
visor « 

(a) Salary: (b) Fringe benefits* 
(a) Low salary* 

(a) Better salaries elsewhere. 



(a) Salary; (b) Seek more challeng- 
ing job* 

(aT^Setter salary; (b) Tired of^ 
burea^cifaijc red Jtapei (c) " 
Tired of beTng--p$lfcemen* 

(a) Inadequate salaryT^t'teJl^Chance 
for advanciHnent* 

(a) More money. 

(a) Inadequate salaries* 

(a) Salary structure; (b) Potential 
advancement* ^ 

(a) In-*house bureaucratic 'hassle; 
jb) Higher salary of£e,r* 




» Question 25 Question 26 

Number with ^ ^ 
wHo 3 Years 
State Left Experience Reasons Cited for Leaving 

IL " 3 2 (a) Better paying job* 





1 




m 


0 


' 0 


Un 


X f 


A 


UT 


7 


1 
1 


* 

An 


A 


f 


LA 


»R 




NM 


.2 


0 


OK 


15 


10 


TX 


10 


7 


I A 


3 , 




KS 


3 


3 


no 




MR 


ME 




I 


CO 


2 


2 


MT 


2 


-1 








ND 


-0 . 


0 


AZ 


5 


2 


CA 


5 


3 


HI 


- 0 


0 


iiv 


0 


0 


AK 


. 2 


1 



J 



(a) Wanted to try public practice 
as opposed to State fegulatwy 
career* 



(a) Salary; (b) Other experience, 
(a) Advancement opportunity; (b) 

^a) Salary; (b) Limijted f>alary in- 
creases; (c) Limited professional 
growth; (d) Unacceptabili ty of ' 
enforcing over-restrictive Fed- 
eral regulation^.* 
m * \\ 

(a) Salary 

(a) Poor salary structure* 

(a) Higher salaries in other fields* 

(a) Ability to make more money; (b) 

^ Frustration over program changes 

■ and complexity* 
(a) Salary* 
(a) Salary* 

(a) Disagreement with Federal ap- 
proach for implementation of 
SDWA^ 

(a) One transferred vithin depart-i 
ment; (b) One didn't like re- 
quired move* 

(a) One ieft to go into consulting 

for more varied experiencejL_(.^). ^ 
Another to go into contracting 
and equipment sales* 
' - - * 

(a) setter salary* 

(aj^Returrf^o graduate school; (b) ' 
.Take another engineering job* 

(a) Promotion to position in water 
pollution control program; (b) 
Employee dissatisfied with regu- 
latory and paper f>chuffling as-^ 
pects of program* 
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Question 25 



Question 26 



t^umber With 
Who 3 Years 

State Left . Experience Reasons Cited for Leaving 

ID 3 3 (a) Salary; (b) Desire a '<iifferent 

" . challenge; (c) Promol^ione' oppor- 

' ^ tunities* / 

WA 2 2 (a) Opportunities for aavanceftient 

^ (and thereby higher salaries), ' 

■■ . - ■ , 



Question 27- Overall, how would you characterize your rela- 
'tionship with EPA regional staff? 



Very Good 
Good 

Neither Go. 
Poor 
Very Poor 



NOr Bad 



»utqber c?f States Responding 

. .22 

^ 2 
3 
0 



Question 28> Tc^ wh^t extent, if at all* do you feel the E€/( 
^ ^ head<?uarters sta^f understands the problems you 
f ace^ as a State program director in administer- 
ing your prOgratP? 



Very Large Extent 
Substantial Sxtent 
*loderate Sxtent 
Some Extent 
Little or No extent 



yjumber of States Respontilng 

2 
5 
6 

18 



1 
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Question 29* Overall* how does the current level of EPA head- 
quarters staff understanding of your oroblems 
impact on the effectiveness of your progra*m? 



Number of States Responding 



Significant Positive Impact 5 

Positive Impact 4 

Little or No impact 6 

Negative Impact 16 

Significant Negative Impact 9 



Question 30* To what extents if any* has BPA monitoring of 
your performance under SDWA assisted you in 
improving program performance? 



Number *5of States Responding 



Very Large Extent '^v 3 

s Substantial Extent^ 1 

Moderate Extent 7 

Some Extertt * 9 

Little or No Extent , ' .20 



Question 31* 



To what extent* if any* do you feel your view- 
point as a State program director is given ade- 
quate consideration in the following EPA pro- 
cesses? 



Very Great Extent 

Substantial or Great Extent 

Moderate Extent 

Some Extent 

Little or No Extent 



Regulation 
Making Process 

0 

3 

8 
10 
19 



Policy 
Making Process 

0 ' 

1 
11 

9 
19 
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ERIC 



'-L ^ ^ 

Question 32« Please enter below the sname(s) of the organiza- 
^ * " ^ tion{s), that you feel best represent your views 

t\ ' to; * a* the U*S* Congresr> and b* the EPA* * ^ 



Organization^ U*S* Congress EPA 

Conference of State Sanitary ^ 

Engineers (CSSE) 
American Water Works Association (AWA) 
Stt^ce Congressional Delegation 
State Liaison Group * 
None 

Other (Organizations named only once) 

Note: Responses not additive due 
to multiple State t^esponses* 



26 


31 


14 


9 


4 


, 0 


0 


3 




0" 


7t 


7 



Question 33> Please enter below the name of the organiza- 
tion(s) you are most likely to contact when 
you need information or assistance to carry 
out your program responsibilities^ 



Organization * Wumber of States Responding 

EPA Region 18 
Conference of State Sanitary 

Engineers (CSSE) " IS ^ 

EPA ^ 13 

American Water Works , v 

Association (AWWA) 11 

Other State Program Directors * 2 

None ' ^ 2 , 

Other (0rgani2ations named only once) 10 

Note: Responses not additive due to 
multiple State responses^ 



(087160) 
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